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ABSTRACT 
Hunter activity and waterfowl harvest were studied 
on 1 1  public waterfowl hunting areas (PHA) in I l l inois 
which utili zed 1 ,  2 ,  or 3-year duck blind a l location 
systems from 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 .  The number of individual 
hunters , man-days , and average man-days hunted per 
season varied for each area in each yea r .  The average 
man-days hunted per season for a l l  study areas was 5 . 7  
with a range of 4 . 4  to 6 . 4 .  Highly sign i f icant 
correlations existed between bl ind-days and man-days 
( r= . 9 9 ) , blind-days and man-hours ( r= . 9 7 ) , and man-days 
and man-hours ( r= . 9 8 )  suggesting that the three 
variables are equally valid for evaluating hunter 
activity . On 1-year duck blind a llocation areas , 7 5 %  of 
the blinds had � 1 0 0  ducks harvested from each o f  them. 
On 2- and 3-year al location area s ,  8 6 %  of the blinds had 
� 1 0 0  ducks harvested from each o f  them . Irrespective of 
the al location system used,  94% of the Registered Blind 
Builders (RBB) and 8 9 %  of the Non-Blind Builders (NBB) 
resided within a 5 0-mile radius of the PHA . Overall, 
RBB made 3 . 1  more trips per hunter per season than NBB . 
Three percent of all hunters were non-Illinois 
residents . 
The mallard (Anas platyrhyncho s )  and wood duck 
(Aix sponsa) combined comprised between 6 1 . 8  and 7 1 . 8 % 
o f  the total harvest; all other duck spec i e s  combined 
comprised between 2 8 . 2  and 3 8 . 2 %  of the total harvest 
each yea r .  The species composition concurred with the 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service ' s  estimates for Calhoun 
and Jersey countie s .  
RBB comprised 5 6 %  o f  the total man-days on days 
when hunting success (ducks /man-day) was be low average . 
Conversely , when hunting success was above average , and 
1 standard deviation above average , RBB comprised 6 1 %  
and 6 5% o f  the total man-days , respective ly . When 
hunting success was 1 standard deviation above average , 
RBB on 1-year and 2-year allocation areas contro l led 9 %  
more o f  the total man-days than when hunting success was 
below average , and RBB on 3-year areas controlled 1 1 %  
more. However, in the 2nd or 3rd year of an a l location 
system, RBB tended to decrease their proportion of the 
total number o f  man-days. This trend is due to RBB i n  
the low-quality duck blinds hunting fewer days (a 
majority of the duck blinds)  and i s  partially 
compensated by an increase in hunting by RBB who hunt in 
the high-quality duck blinds. Thus , the resultant 
control of the number of man-days by RBB i s  primarily 
due to RBB inhabiting the more succe s s fu l  blinds at the 
most opportune times. 
The number of ducks crippled (number unretrieved 
per 1 0 0  birds bagged)  varied within each area each year 
and the overall average was 1 3 . 4 .  A general downward 
trend i n  the crippling rate occurred from 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 2  with 
a s light increase in 1 98 3 .  Twenty-five percent o f  the 
total duck harvest and 3 1 %  of the total ducks crippled 
occurred during the first week of the hunting season. 
Management recommendations are made regarding 1 - , 
2- or 3-year duck blind a l location systems . 
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INTRODUCTION 
The collection o f  waterfowl harvest data provides 
wildlife biologists with information for properly 
managing their wildlife species . Such data are utilized 
to monitor yearly trends in harvest and recreational 
demand. Management practices are then eva luated with 
regard to these f luctuations (Wilson 1 9 3 8 ,  Bellrose 
1 9 4 4 a ,  b ,  Geis 1 9 6 3 ,  Martin et a l .  1 9 7 7 ,  and Boyd 198 3 ) . 
A mail survey conducted in 1 9 5 6  by Bednarik ( 1 9 5 7 )  
indicated that more than 5 0 %  o f  the states operate 
controlled waterfowl hunting areas . Heavy utili zation 
of public waterfowl hunting areas has necessitated 
regulating the number of hunters , hunting sites and 
hunting hours in many states (Wilson 1 9 3 8 ,  Be l l rose 
1 9 4 4 a ,  b ,  Miller 1 9 5 0 ,  Van Den Akker and Wilson 19 5 1 ,  
Fri ley 19 5 9 ,  Bednarik 1 9 6 1 ,  Sieh and Aspelmeier 1 9 6 2 , 
Dimmick and Klimstra 1 9 6 4 ,  Laperle 1 9 7 3 ,  and Eldridge et 
a l .  1 97 6 ) . 
The I l linois Department of Conservation ( IDOC) 
currently manages approximately 40 public areas on which 
waterfowl (primarily duck) hunting is permitted 
(Anderson and Miller 1982) . Hunting on most of these 
areas is restricted to duck blinds that a re built to 
last an entire season . Duck blind sites on many of 
these areas have historically been a s s igned to hunting 
parties ( Registered Blind Builders = RBB) on a 1-yea r ,  
1 
2-year , or 3-year ba sis via publ i c  lotteries , commonly 
known as "duck blind drawings . "  Much debate has 
concentrated on the length of the allocation period . 
Proponents of lengthening the allocation period argue 
that hunting experiences will be enhanced because RBB 
will greatly improve duck blinds and the surrounding 
areas i f  they have at least three years to enjoy the 
"fruits o f  their labo r . "  However ,  Anderson and Potts 
(unpublished data 1 9 8 4) found that with an increase in 
the length of the allocation period , RBB tend to hunt at 
the most opportune time s ,  thu s ,  enjoying a higher 
success rate (ducks/man-day) than non-blind builders 
(NBB) • 
The objectives of this study were to : 
1 .  describe the amount of hunter use on 
1 1  public water fowl hunting areas that uti l i ze 1-year , 
2-year , or 3-year allocation systems . 
2 .  determine how the amount o f  use i s  di stributed 
amoung each week of the hunting season . 
3 .  determine the amount of hunter use and harvest 
at individual duck blind s .  
4 .  describe hunter use o f  hunting areas i n  
relation t o  the distance they traveled t o  hunt. 
5 .  describe the species composition o f  the 
waterfowl harve s t .  
6 .  ascertain the reliability o f  the U . S .  F i s h  and 
Wildlife Service estimate of the species composition o f  
2 
the waterfowl harvest in two high-useage counties 
by comparing the estimate with data from public hunting 
area s .  
7 .  describe RBB and NBB utilization o f  hunting 
areas in relation to varying degrees of hunting succe s s .  
8 .  ascertain the number o f  ducks that are 
crippled . 
9 .  determine how the percent of the total ducks 
crippled varies weekly throughout the hunting season . 
3 
STUDY AREA 
The public duck hunting areas (PHA) chosen for study 
are located in the I l lino i s  River valley between Lacon 
and Grafton ,  and i n  the Missis sippi River valley between 
Ba tchtown and Ea st St . Louis (Figure 1 ) . Table 1 l i sts 
the study area s ,  huntable are a ,  blind allocation 
systems , hunting hours , and the number of blinds used 
each yea r .  These PHA are located i n  I l lino i s '  Centra l  
Hunting Zone , and had a 5 0-day duck hunting season 
during the years of study ( Anderson 1 9 8 3 ) . Many o f  
these same study areas were previously described by 
Bellrose ( 1 9 4 4 a ) , Bellrose et a l .  ( 1 9 7 9 ) , and Dimmick 
and Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 ) . Early in this century the I l linois 
and Missis sippi River valleys were nationally recogn ized 
for their value as major waterfowl hunting arP.as 
(Bellrose 1 9 4 4 a) . However, since the 1 9 3 0' s ,  they have 
been in a state o f  decline for various reasons (Be llrose 
et a l .  1 9 7 9 ) . 
Dimmick and Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 )  described the following 
process of the a l location of duck blinds on PHA i n  
I l li no i s .  Pr ior to the hunting seaso n ,  acceptable blind 
sites are marked with numbered stakes by IDOC personnel .  
These blinds are then allocated to registered blind 
builders (RBB) on a 1-yea r ,  2-yea r ,  or 3-year basis in a 
public drawing . Once a RBB has drawn a blind site , he 
may construct and maintain a blind there for each 
4 
.... g;1------l .... .,, .,, .... .,, .,, .... :I: 
6- 1-year blind allo­
cation areas. 
�- 2-year and 3-year 
blind allocation areas. 
Figure 1. Locations of areas used for the evaluation of 
waterfowl blind allocation syst ems on public hunting 
areas in Illinois . 
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Table 1. Locations, size, hunting hours, and the number of duck blinds utilized on 
selected public waterfowl hunting areas in Illinois, 1979-1983. 
Jluntable Hunting Year 
Area County Acres Hoursc 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 
Anderson Lakea Fulton 
Horseshoe Lakea Madison 
1,537 
R81 
Marshall Co.a Marshall, Peoria 2,557 
Sanganoisa Cass, Mason, Schuyler 1,728 
Spring Lakea 
Woodford Co.a 
Tazewell 1,010 
Woodford 
Batchtownb Calhoun 
Calhoun Pointb Calhoun 
Gladesb Jersey 
Godar-Diamondb Calhoun 
Stump Lakeb Jer s ey 
Total 
1,562 
1,399 
353 
439 
318 
1,129 
1 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
2 
II 
II 
II 
II 
99 
52 
38 
42 
67 
298 
93 
54 
38 
43 
68 
296 
19 
2'7 
24 
51 
20 
21 
92 
49 
37 
39 
73 
452 
19 
27 
24 
46 
20 
21 
85 
47 
3r( 
36 
58 
420 
al-year allocation system. 
bMississippi River Areas. 2-year allocation system in 1979-1980, and a 3-year 
allocation system in 1981-1983. 
19 
27 
24 
57 
20 
21 
86 
39 
35 
36 
55 
422 
c1 = t hour prior to sunrise until noon. 2 = � hour prior to sunrise until 3:30 pm. 
year of the al location period . The RBB retains daily 
priority over his blind if he chooses to c laim it prior 
to one hour before sunrise . A l l  unclaimed blinds are 
assigned to visiting hunters cal led non-blind builders 
(NBB) via a daily drawing . The IDOC sets specifications 
for constructing the b l ind s :  they must be o f  a 
sufficient s i z e  to accomodate four hunter s ,  be 
camouflaged with brush, and provide a boat-hide . Blind 
sites must be wel l  maintained, or they will be reass ign­
ed by annual lottery to other hunter s .  
In 1 9 53, the IDOC developed several controlled 
public duck hunting area s .  I n  the late 1 9 5 0 ' s, on areas 
which are commonly known as the "Mi s s i s s ippi River 
Areas"  (MRA, Table 1 ) , RBB were allocated duck blinds 
that they could retain in perpetuity provided they re­
reg istered the blind site each year and constructed an 
acceptable blind. Obviou s ly ,  this system had inherent 
shortcomings . To make hunting more equitable, the IDOC 
e stablished a 2-year al location system on the MRA in 
1 9 7 5 .  By the late 1970's, hunters using the MRA were 
a rguing that at least a 3-year al location system was 
necessary for them to enjoy the " fruits of their labor . "  
Thu s ,  in 1 9 8 1  the IDOC agreed to a 3-year experimental 
a l location system on the MRA. The six other public 
waterfowl hunting areas used in thi s  study are currently 
operating under a 1-year a l location system which have 
new RBB each year (Table 1 ) . 
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METHODS 
Some o f  the methods used for this study were 
similar to those employed by Dimmick and Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 )  
and Bates ( 1 9 7 9 )  except data were proce ssed and analyzed 
with the aid of computer s .  Basic data including name o f  
are a ,  date , blind number ,  registered blind builder or 
non-blind builde r ,  names and addresses o f  hunters , 
waterfowl species harvested, estimated number o f  ducks 
crippled, and total hours spent in the blind were 
collected daily at waterfowl check stations using 
standardized forms (Figure 2) . I n  1 9 8 2  and 1 9 8 3 ,  these 
forms ( 4 6 , 9 1 4  cards) were col lected from the study areas 
for the years 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 .  Data from the cards were 
trans ferred to f loppy diskettes by an Apple II+ computer 
or were tabulated by hand. Data on the diskettes were 
relayed to the University o f  I l linois' Cyber 1 7 5  
Computer ,  located i n  Champaign , for permanent storage 
and analyse s .  For purpo ses o f  this study, individual 
hunters were classified as registered blind builders 
(RBB ) or non-blind builders (NBB ) , and their activities 
were tabulated according to the capacity in which they 
hunted. RBB were defined as those individuals who were 
registered to build a blind on the area in which they 
hunted. NBB were defined as those individuals who were 
not registered to build a blind on the area in which 
they hunted .  
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Figure 2 .  The printed data card used for recording 
information on hunting effort and waterfowl harvest on 
1-year, 2 -year, and 3 -year blind allocation areas in 
Illinois. 
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Hunter Utilization 
1 .  Total use - The total number of individual 
hunters ,  man-days , and average man-days per season were 
calculated for each area during each year . 
2 .  Weekly use - The chronology of hunter activity 
on selected public waterfowl hunting areas was 
ascertained by summing weekly totals of the number of 
blind-days , man-days , and man-hours for a l l  areas and 
year s .  Weekly totals were then divided by the season 
total for a l l  areas and years to get the percent of use 
for each week of the season . Hunter activity was 
evaluated with three variables . Blind-da y ,  defined as a 
duck blind being util ized by one or more hunters for one 
day; man-day , or one hunter for one day; and man-hour , 
or one hunter spending one hour actively hunting . 
Simple linear correlation was then used to ascertain 
relationships amoung these three variables . 
3 .  Hunter use and harvest at individual blinds -
The amount of use and harvest at individual blinds was 
determined by adding the total number of blinds on areas 
with 1-year ,  2-yea r ,  and 3-year al location systems . 
Then, duck blinds were separated according to the number 
of ducks harvested during an entire season: 0-5 0 ,  51-
1 0 0 ,  1 01-1 5 0 ,  1 51-2 0 0 ,  2 01- 2 5 0 ,  and � 2 5 1 , the data were 
then summed for each a l location system. The numerical 
distribution of duck blinds relative to the number of 
ducks harvested each year ( 1 9 7 9- 1 9 8 3 )  are summarized in 
10 
Appendix A .  
4 .  Hunter use relative to distance traveled -
The amounts of use (individual hunters , man-days , and 
average man-days per season) by RBB , NBB , and a l l  
hunters combined were summed for a l l  areas us ing 1-yea r ,  
2-year , or 3-year a l location systems , and for a l l  areas 
and years combine d .  Concentric zones were establi shed 
around each hunting area to ascertain the number of 
individual hunter s ,  man-days , and man-days per hunter 
per season within the following distance parameters : 0-
25 mile s ,  2 6 - 5 0  miles , �51 miles , out-of-s tate , or 
unknown . An official Il linois highway map was used for 
ident i fying the zones and locating each hunte r ' s  
res idence within a given zone . Tables in Appendix B 
list the average amount of hunter use for each area 
during each allocation period. 
Waterfowl Harvest 
5 .  Species composition of the harvest - The 
water fowl species harvested were summed for a l l  areas 
and years .  Appendix C lists the common and scientific 
names of water fowl covered in this report which are 
those recognized by the American Ornithologists' Union 
( 1 9 8 3 ) . The species composition of the harvest for each 
area and year are also listed in Appendix C .  The number 
of man-day s ,  ducks harvested, and ducks/man-day for each 
area and year are listed in Appendix D .  
6 .  Compari son of actual harvest versus the Federal 
11 
Estimate - To ascertain the accuracy of the U . S .  Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) estimate of the species 
composition of the water fowl harve s t ,  I selected two 
counties (Jersey and Calhoun) where hunting pressure and 
harvest are very high . These counties border the 
confluence of the Mississippi and Illinois Rivers and 
are well known for their waterfowl hunting areas 
( Bellrose 1 94 4a) . Thus , I summed 5 years ( 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 )  of 
data for the following public waterfowl hunting area s :  
Glades and Stump Lake in Jersey County , and Batchtown , 
Calhoun Point , and Godar-Diamond in Calhoun County . I 
compared these data with the USFWS' s estimated 1 0-year 
( 1 9 7 1 - 1 9 8 0 )  averages for Jersey and Calhoun counties 
(Carney et a l .  1 9 8 3 ) . The five PHA probably account for 
most of the waterfowl harvested in Jersey and Calhoun 
counties . 
7 .  RBB and NBB utili zation of areas in relation to 
varying degrees of hunting success (ducks/man-da y) - One 
goal of a public hunting area i s  to provide a l l  hunters 
with an equal opportunity to hunt . RBB have an 
advantage over NBB in gaining access to their respective 
blinds . Thu s ,  when hunting success i s  high , do RBB 
monopolize the more productive blinds? To answer thi s 
question, one must compare man-days for RBB and NBB on 
days when hunting success i s  above average ,  on days when 
success is below average, and on days when success i s  1 
standard deviation above average. Thu s ,  by scrutinizing 
1 2  
the whole "picture , "  one can analyze trends in RBB and 
NBB use . Therefore , the number of man-days for RBB and 
NBB were separated into the following categories on each 
public hunting area for each year: ( a )  days when hunting 
succe ss was below average , (b) days when hunting succes s  
was above average , and ( c )  days when hunting success was 
1 standard deviation above average ( a  subset of b )  . 
Data were also summed using the preceding categories for 
areas utiliz ing 1-year, 2-year, and 3-year a l location 
systems , and a l l  areas and years combined . 
8 .  Crippling rate - To ascertain reported 
crippling losses (b irds knocked down but unretrieved per 
1 0 0  ducks harve sted) the number of ducks unretrieved on 
each area were divided by the total number of ducks 
retrieved and then multiplied by 1 0 0 .  To ascertain the 
relationship between ducks harvested and crippled, 
crippling loss was regre s sed on the number of ducks 
harvested by using a linear regression . 
9 .  Weekly variation in the number of ducks 
reported crippled - To determine how the percent of man­
days , ducks harvested and ducks unretrieved varies by 
week the number of man-days , ducks harvested and ducks 
unretrieved were summed for a l l  areas and years on a 
weekly bas i s ,  and then divided by the grand season 
totals for all areas and years . 
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RESULTS 
Hunter Utilization 
An analysis of the number of individual hunters , 
man-day s ,  and man-days per season indicate that these 
parameters vary considerably from year to year for each 
area (Table 2) . Anderson Lake had the lowest average 
number of individual hunters , man-days ,  and man-days per 
season , and Batchtown had the highest average . The 
average number of man-days per hunter per season for all 
study areas was 5 . 7 .  
More than 17% of the blind-days , man-days , and man­
hours were expended during the first week of the hunting 
season (Figure 3) • Hunter utiliz ation stabili zed during 
weeks 2 through 4 ,  decreased in week 5 ,  increased i n  
week 6 ,  and decreased in week 7 .  Overa l l ,  a downward 
trend in hunter utilization occurred throughout the 
waterfowl hunting season . Highly signif icant positive 
linear correlations existed between bl ind-days and man­
days (r=. 9 9 ) , blind-days and man-hours (r= . 97) , and rnan­
days and man-hours ( r= . 9 8 )  suggesting that the three 
variables are equally valid for estimating hunter 
activity . 
Seventy-five percent of the duck blinds on PHA 
utiliz ing a 1-year a l location system had � 1 0 0  ducks 
harvested from each of them, and 2 5 %  had �1 0 1  (Table 3 ) . 
Hunting areas utilizing 2-year or 3-year allocation 
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Table 2 .  The number o f  individual hunters ,  man-day s ,  
and average man-days per season on selected public 
water fowl hunting areas in Illinoi s ,  1 9 7 9- 1 9 8 3 .  
Man-days 
Individual Per 
Area Year Hunters Man-days Season 
Anderson Lake 
1 9 8 2  2 6 5 1 3 0 6  4 . 9  
1 9 8 3  2 9 1  1 2 4 9  4 . 3  
Mean 2 78 . 0  1 2 2 3 . 3  4 . 4  
Batchtown 
1 97 9  1 2 7 7  8 0 9 7  6 . 3  
1 9 8 0  1 2 0 7  7 7 8 1  6 . 4  
1 9 8 1  1 0 5 8  7 0 6 7  6 . 7  
1 9 8 2  6 6 5  2 9 1 1  4 . 4  
1 9 8 3  8 3 9  6 3 6 3  7 . 5  
Mean 1 0 0 9 . 2  6 4 4 3 . 8  6 . 4  
Calhoun Point 
1 97 9  3 7 2  2 0 6 9  5 . 6  
1 9 8 0  3 1 6  1 5 9 3  5 . 0  
1 9 8 1  3 5 6  1 9 0 9  5 . 4  
1 9 8 2  3 8 5  1 7 9 7  4 . 7  
1 9 8 3  3 5 4  2 0 54 5 . 8  
Mean 3 56 . 6  1 88 4. 4  5 . 3  
Glades 
1 979 4 6 8  2 9 2 3  6 . 2  
1 9 8 0  4 8 1  2 9 3 4  6 . 1  
1 9 8 1  3 9 1  2 4 4 5  6 . 3  
1 9 8 2  4 0 0  2 1 1 0  5 . 3  
1 9 8 3  3 0 7  2 0 7 2 6 . 7  
Mean 4 0 9 . 4  2 4 9 6 . 8  6 . 1  
Godar-Diamond 
1 9 7 9  6 2 1  3 6 7 5  5 . 9  
1 9 8 0  6 0 3  3 6 4 2  6 .  0 
1 9 8 1  5 7 4  3 5 7 0  6 . 2  
1 9 8 2  6 1 1  3 2 9 3  5 . 4  
1 9 8 3  6 4 4  4 2 5 1  6 . 6  
Mean 61 0 . 6  3 6 8 6 . 2  6 . 0  
Horseshoe Lake 
1 9 8 1  3 2 9  1 7 4 2  5 . 3  
1 9 8 2  4 1 3  2 2 6 3  5 . 5  
1 9 83 4 5 6  2 7 65 6 . 1  
Mean 3 99 . 3  2 25 6 . 7  5 . 7  
1 5  
Table 2 .  (cont . )  
Area 
Marshall Co . 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 83 
Mean 
Sanganois 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 83 
Mean 
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Woodford Co . 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Grand Total 
1 97 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 83 
Grand Mean 
Individual 
Hunters 
3 41 
3 4 7  
3 5 5  
3 4 7 . 7  
5 7 1  
5 7 6  
6 7 4  
607 . 0  
4 2 3  
4 3 8  
4 0 1  
4 20 . 7  
5 6 7  
5 8 6  
6 0 2  
5 0 3  
6 0 5  
5 7 2 . 6  
5 3 1  
5 0 9  
5 2 2  
5 20 . 7  
3 3 0 5  
3 1 9 3  
5 1 7 6  
5 1 1 2  
5 4 4 8  
4 4 4 6 . 8  
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Man-days 
1 6 4 5  
2 1 6 9  
2 1 7 1  
1 9 9 5 . 0  
2 5 7 1  
2 5 4 4  
3 4 9 2  
2 8 6 9 . 0  
1 8 8 0  
2 2 4 6  
2 0 0 3  
2 0 4 3 . 0  
3 1 1 6  
3 1 7 2  
3 2 4 0  
2 5 4 3  
4 1 3 5  
324 1 . 2  
2 3 7 4  
2 6 2 7  
2 7 3 0  
2 5 7 7 . 0  
1 9 8 8 0  
1 9 1 2 2  
2 9 5 5 8  
2 5 8 0 9  
3 3 2 8 5  
2 5 530 . 8  
Man-days 
Per 
Season 
4 . 8  
6 . 3  
6 . 1  
5 . 7  
4 . 5  
4 . 4  
5 . 2  
4 . 7  
4 . 4  
5 . 1  
5 . 0  
4 . 9  
5 . 5  
5 . 4  
5 . 4  
5 . 0  
6 . 8  
5 . 7  
4 . 5  
5 . 2  
5.2 
4 . 9  
6 . 0  
6 . 0  
5 . 7  
5 . 0  
6 . 1  
5 . 7  
,..,= 
� 
-..J 
19.0 
18.5 
18.0 
1 7.5 
17.0 
::z:: 1 6.5 
C> (./} 1 6.0 L'.5 <.n 15.5 
__J <C 15.0 t--0 1 4.5 1--
LL-
0 1 4.0 
t--::z:: 13.5 L.LJ 
<....:> 1 3.0 a::: 
L.LJ 
o_ 1 2.5 
1 2.0 
1 1 . 5 
1 1 . 0 
10.5 
10.0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
WEEK OF SEASON 
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�BLIND DAYS 
- MAN DAYS 
� MAN HOURS 
Figure 3 .  The percent of the total hunting effort each week of the hunti ng 
season on s elected public waterfowl hunti ng areas in Illinois . 
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Table 3 .  The number of duck blinds relative to ducks harvested on selected public 
waterfowl hunting areas with 1-year, 2-year, and 3-year allocation systems. (%). 
Total Ducks Killed in Blind 
Allocation Number of 
System Blinds 0-5 0 5 1-100 101-150 151-200 201-250 
1-yeara 489 256 114 72 24 14 
(52) (23) (15 ) ( 5 ) ( 3 )  
2-yearb 594 405 104 37 23 11 
(68 ) (18 ) (6) ( 4 )  ( 2)  
3-yearC 805 573 121 50 27 16 
(71) (15 ) (6) ( 3 )  ( 2) 
Total 1888 1234 339 159 74 4 1  
(65) (18 ) ( 8 )  ( 4 )  ( 2)  
aAnderson Lake in 1982-1983, Horseshoe Lake, Marshall Co. , Sanganois, Spring Lake, 
and Woodford Co. in 1981-1983. 
bBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades, Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1979-1980. 
CBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades, Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1981-1983. 
�251 
9 
( 2)  
14 
( 2)  
18 
( 2)  
4 1  
( 2 ) 
systems had 8 6 %  of the blinds with duck harvests SlOO 
ducks , and 1 4 %  of the blinds with 2 1 0 1  ducks . 
RBB residing within 5 0  miles of hunting areas 
utilizing a 1-year al location system comprised 9 5 %  and 
9 6 %  of the total RBB hunters and man-days , respectively 
(Table 4 ) . NBB residing within 5 0  miles of these 
hunting areas comprised 8 8 %  and 9 3 %  of the total NBB 
hunters and man-day s ,  respective ly.  RBB averaged 1 1 . 6  
man-days per season and NBB 3 . 7 .  RBB had 3 . 1  more man­
days per hunter per season than NBB . Only 1 %  of the 
total hunters were out-of-state resident s .  
RBB residing within 5 0  miles of hunting areas 
utiliz ing a 2-year al location system comprised 9 4 %  and 
9 6 %  of the total RBB hunters and man-days , respectively 
(Table 5 ) . NBB residing within 5 0  miles of these 
hunting areas comprised 8 8 %  and 9 1 %  of the total NBB 
hunters and man-day s ,  respectively . RBB averaged 1 3 . 5  
man-days per season and NBB 4 . 1 .  RBB had 3 . 3  more man­
days per hunter per season than NBB . Out-of-state 
residents comprised 4% of the total number of hunters . 
RBB residing within 5 0  miles o f  hunting areas 
utiliz ing a 3-year a l location system comprised 9 4 %  and 
9 6 %  of the total RBB hunters and man-day s ,  respectively 
(Table 6 ) . NBB residing within 5 0  miles of these 
hunting areas comprised 9 0 %  and 92% of the total NBB 
hunters and man-day s ,  respectively. RBB average 1 2 . 2 
man-days per season and NBB 4 . 1 .  RBB had 3 . 0  more man-
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days per hunter per season than NBB . Only 4 %  of the 
total hunters were out-of-state resident s .  
Overa ll , RBB residing within 5 0  miles of a l l  
hunting areas comprised 9 4 %  and 9 6 %  o f  the total RBB 
hunters and man-day s ,  respectively (Table 7 ) . NBB 
residing within 5 0  miles of a l l  hunting areas comprised 
8 9 %  and 9 2 %  of the total NBB hunters and man-day s ,  
respectively . RBB averaged 1 2 . 4  man-days per season and 
NBB 4 . 0 .  RBB had 3 . 1 more man-days per hunter per 
season than NBB . Three percent o f  a l l  hunters were out­
of-state residents. 
Waterfowl Harvest 
The species composition of the waterfowl harvest on 
selected public waterfowl hunting areas for 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3  i s  
presented i n  Table 8 .  The mallard and wood duck were 
consistently the number one and two duck species in the 
harvest , respective ly . The mallard comprised between 
4 5 . 6  to 5 6 . 5 %  and the wood duck 1 3 . 2 to 1 7 . 6 % of the 
total harvest each yea r .  All other duck species 
combined compr ised between 2 8 . 2  to 3 8 . 2 % of the total 
harvest each year.  Dabbling and diving ducks comprised 
between 8 4 . 0  to 9 0 . 3 % and 9 . 5  to 1 6 . 0 % of the annual 
total harve s t ,  respectively . 
A comparison of the reliability o f  the USFWS 
estimate of the species composition o f  the waterfowl 
harvest with data from PHA in Calhoun and Jersey 
Counties is presented in Table 9 .  I n  Calhoun County, 
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Table 4 .  Total hunter activity in relation to distance traveled to hunt on public 
waterfowl hunting areasa with a 1-year allocation system ( Illinois 1981-1983) . (%). 
Distance 
Traveledb 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Out of State 
Unknown 
Total 
Blind Builder 
No�-of--N6.- of --Tr-rps 
Hunters Trips Hunter 
821 
(79) 
166 
(16) 
45 
( 4 )  
3 
( < 1)  
1035 
9960 
(8 3) 
1629 
(13) 
425 
( 3 )  
41  
(<l) 
12055 
12. 1 
9.8 
9. 4 
13.7 
11 . 6  
Non-Blind Builder 
No-. of- No. of Trips No: of 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters 
3953 
(74) 
757 
(14 ) 
356 
( 7 )  
82 
( 1 ) 
216 
( 4 )  
5 364 
15964 
(81) 
2362 
(12) 
813 
( 4 )  
220 
( 1 ) 
335 
( 2)  
19694 
4. 0 
3. 1 
2. 3 
2. 7 
1 . 6  
3. 7 
4774 
(75 )  
923 
(14 ) 
401 
( 6)  
85 
( 1 ) 
216 
( 3 )  
6399 
Total 
No. of · -Trfps 
Trips Hunter 
25924 
(8 2)  
3991 
(12) 
1238 
( 4 )  
261 
( 1 ) 
335 
( 1 ) 
31749 
5 . 4  
4 . 3  
3 . 1  
3. 1 
1.6 
5 . 0 
aAnderson Lake in 1982-1983, Horseshoe Lake, Sanganois, Spring Lake, and Woodford Co. 
in 1981-1983. 
bAir miles. 
Tabl e 5 .  Total hunter activity in relation to distance traveled to hunt on public 
waterfowl hunting areasa with a 2-year allocation system ( Illinois 1979-1980) .  ( % ) • 
Blind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
Distance No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Trips 
Traveledb Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 690 9561 13. 9  2346 10715 4. 6 3036 20276 6.7 
( 53 )  ( 55 )  ( 45 )  ( 5 0 )  ( 47 )  ( 5 2 )  
26-50 539 7105 13. 2 2221 8769 3. 9 2760 15874 5 . 8  
( 41) ( 41) ( 43 )  ( 41) ( 42 )  ( 41) 
I\) �51 43 416 9.7 356 1029 2. 9 399 1445 3.6 I\) 
( 3 )  ( 2 )  ( 7 )  ( 5 )  ( 6)  ( 4)  
Out of State 30 454 15 . 1  246 874 3 . 6  276 1328 4. 8 
( 2 )  ( 2 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  ( 3 ) 
Unknown - - - 27 30 1. 1 27 30 1. 1 
( 1 )  ( <l) ( <l) (<'.l) 
Total 1302 17536 13.5 5196 21417 4.1 6498 38953 6 . o  
aBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades, Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1979-1980 
bAir miles. 
Table 6 .  Total hunter activity in relation to dis tance traveled to hunt on public 
waterfowl hunting areasa with a 3-year allocation system (Illinois 1981-1983) . ( % ) •
 
Blind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
Distanceb No. of No. of 
Trips No . of No . of Trips No . of No . of --Trips 
Traveled Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 1009 13916 13 . 8  3449 15348 4 . 4  4458 29264 6 . 6  
(52) (59) (54) ( 58) (54) (59) 
26-50 805 8613 10 . 7  2272 8879 3 . 9  3077 17492 5 . 7  
(42) (37) (36) (34) (37) (35) 
>51 42 338 8 . o  350 1093 3 . 1  392 1431 3 . 7  
f\) ( 2) ( 1) (5) ( 4) ( 5 )  ( 3) 
\..IJ 
Out of State 73 614 8 . 4  269 836 3 . 1  342 1450 4 . 2  
( 4) ( 3) ( 4) ( 3) (4) ( 3) 
Unknown - - - 25 33 1 . 3  25 33 1 . 3  
(�l) {<l) (�l) (41) 
Total 1929 23481 12.2 6365 26189 4 . 1  8294 49670 6 . o  
aBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades, Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1981-1983 . 
bAir miles . 
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Table 7. Total hunter activity in relation to distance traveled to hunt on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas
a ( Illinois 1979-1983 ) .  (%). 
Distance 
Traveledb 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Blind Builder 
No. of No. of Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter 
2520 
(59) 
1510 
(35) 
130 
( 3) 
33437 
(63) 
17347 
(33) 
1179 
( 2) 
13.3 
11.5 
9.1 
Non-Blind Builder 
No. of No. -or-Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter 
9748 
(58) 
5250 
(31) 
1062 
( 6) 
42027 
(62) 
20010 
(30) 
2935 
( 4) 
4.3 
3.8 
2.8 
Out of State 106 1109 
( 2 ) 
10.5 597 1930 
( 3) 
3.2 
(2) 
Unknown 
Total 4266 53 072 
( 3 )  
268 
( 2) 
12.4 16925 
398 
( 1 ) 
67300 
1.5 
4.o 
Total 
No. of No-. of 
Hunters Trips 
12268 
( 58) 
6760 
(32) 
1192 
( 6) 
75464 
(63) 
37357 
(31) 
4114 
( 3 ) 
703 3039 
(3) (2) 
268 398 
(1) ( �l) 
21191 120372 
Trips 
Hunter 
6.2 
5.5 
3.5 
4.3 
1.5 
5.7 
aAnderson Lake in 1982-1983, Horseshoe Lake, Sanganois, Spring Lake, and Woodford Co. 
in 1981-1983. Batchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades, Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 
1979-1983. 
bAir miles. 
the USFWS estimate was fairly reliable at ranking most 
speci e s .  However , the USFWS was unable to estimate some 
diving duck species due to small sample s i zes . Although 
the est imate was accurate in estimating the species 
composition, it s lightly underestimated the average 
annual harvest for the county . Harvest data from PHA 
indicate an annual average duck kill of 9 , 3 3 9  ducks , 
compared with the USFWS estimate of 6 , 2 9 2  ducks . I n  
Jersey County ,  the estimate was a l s o  very reliable at 
ranking species . The estimate of 4 , 8 6 4  ducks for the 
county was s lightly higher than the 4 , 1 8 8 . 8  ducks killed 
annually on PHA in Jersey County . 
When hunting success was below average , RBB expended 
more days than NBB on a l l  areas except Anderson Lake , 
Batchtown, Horseshoe Lake , and Spring Lake (Table 1 0 ) . 
Overal l ,  RBB utilized 5 6 %  o f  the total man-days . 
RBB expended more man-days that NBB on a l l  areas 
except Anderson Lake and Batchtown on days when hunting 
success was above average (Table 1 1 ) . RBB uti l i z ation 
of the total man-days increased from 5 6 %  for 1-year 
al location areas to 6 1 %  for 2-year allocation areas . 
When hunting success was 1 standard deviation above 
average, Anderson Lake was the only area where NBB 
expended more man-days than RBB (Table 1 2 ) . Aga i n ,  RBB 
utili zation increased from 6 1 %  for 2-year allocation 
areas to 6 5 %  for 3-year a llocation a re a s .  
Howeve r ,  evaluation o f  2-year and 3-year allocation 
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Table 8. Species composition of the waterfowl harvest at 
selected public waterfowl hunting areas in Illinois, 1979-1983. 
Waterfowl 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 All years 
Species % % % % % Total % 
Mallard 45.6 56.5 50.4 48.5 52.0 51246 50.6 
American black duck 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.7 663 0.6 
Gadwall 5.3 4.0 3. 5 4. 2 3.2 3952 3.9 
American wigeon 4. 1 2.7 3.9 3. 8 2.2 3246 3. 2 
Northern pintail 6.8 3. 0 3.3 2.2 4.7 4095 4.0 
Green-winged teal 4.6 3. 6 3.7 3.8 3.2 3731 3.7 
Blue-winged teal 5.0 0.8 1. 4 2.2 3.1 2589 2. 6 
Northern shoveler 2. 3 0.7 0.8 1. 3 1. 7 1397 1. 4 
Wood duck 16.2 15.3 16.2 17.6 13.2 15557 15.4 
Redhead 0.2 1. 2 1. 2 1.1 1. 2 1056 1. 0 
Ring-necked duck 2. 6 4. 8 3. 1 2.3 3. 4 3236 3. 2 
Scaup sp. 4.8 4. 3 7.9 8. 2 6.2 6553 6.5 
Canvasback 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 1. 2 771 0.8 
Bufflehead 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.8 0.8 697 0.7 
Ruddy duck 0.8 0.6 0.9 1. 2 1. 9 1248 1. 2 
Comm.on goldeneye 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.3 273 0.3 
Merganser sp. 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.9 1. 0 809 0.8 
Other <0.1 0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 74 <0.1 
Total 99.8 99.7 99.8 99.9 100.0 101193 99.9 
%Dabbling ducks 90.3 87.2 84.0 84.3 84.0 85.4 
%Diving ducks 9. 5 12.4 15.7 15.6 16.0 14.5 
Sample size = 15372 13913 21096 18499 32313 
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Table 9. Comparison of the species composition of the waterfowl harvest 
in Calhoun and Jersey counties using public waterfowl hunting areas 
versus the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimate for those counties. 
Waterfowl 
Species 
U.S.F.W.S. 
Calhoun Co .a Est .c 
% Rank -� - Rank 
U.S.F.W.S. 
Jersey Co.bEst.c 
% Rank % Rank 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Mallard 51.0 
American black duck 0.4 
Gadwall 3.6 
American wigeon 2.8 
Northern pintail 6.1 
Green-winged teal 2.9 
Blue-winged teal 3.1 
Northern shoveler 1.3 
Redhead 0.8 
Ring-necked duck 3.6 
Scaup sp. 6.4 
Canvasback 0.4 
Wood duck 15.8 
Bufflehead 
Ruddy duck 
Goldeneye sp. 
Merganser sp. 
Other 
0.4 
0.6 
0.1 
0.5 
0.1 
l 
14 
5 
8 
4 
7 
6 
9 
10 
5 
3 
14 
2 
14 
11 
16.5 
12 
16.5 
60.9 l 
0.2 13 
2.6 7 
3.0 6 
3.6 5 
5.4 3 
1. 6 8 
1. 0 11 
1.5 9.5 
1.5 9.5 
4.3 4 
0.3 12 
14.0 2 
44.2 l 61.7 l 
0.5 15 0.7 9.5 
7.5 3 4.8 5 
4.3 5 4.9 4 
3.5 6 4.2 6 
6.1 4 6.3 3 
2.3 9 4.8 5 
1.6 10 0.7 9.5 
0.6 13.5 0.4 11.5 
2.9 7 1.3 7.5 
2.7 8 1.3 7.5 
0.6 13.5 0.3 13 
21.1 2 8.2 2 
0.2 16 
0.9 11 
0.1 17.5 
0.7 12 
0.1 17.5 
0.4 11. 5 
aBatchtown, Calhoun Point, and Godar-Diamond in 1979-1983. Total ducks 
in sample 46,695. Av. per year • 9339. 
bGlades and Stump Lake "in 1979-1983. Total ducks in sample 20,944. 
Av. per year = 4188.8 
cAverage annual estimate for the years 1971-1980 (Carney et al. 19831. 
Av. kill per year: Calhoun Co. = 6292, Jersey Co. = 4864 
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systems (Batchtown, Calhoun Point , Glades , Godar­
Diamond, and Stump Lake, 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 0  versus 1 9 8 1 - 1 9 8 3 )  
indicate that i n  the 2nd and/or 3rd year o f  an 
a l location system, the general trend is for RBB to 
decrease their control of the total number of man-days . 
The number o f  man-days by RBB and NBB uti l i z i ng 
hunting areas with 1-yea r ,  2-year,  and 3-year allocation 
systems on days with varying degrees of hunting success 
are presented in Table 1 3 .  With an increase in hunting 
success , a l l  three allocation systems indicated an 
increase in RBB utilization. Interestingly, this 
increase was 9% with 1-year and 2-year systems , and 1 1 %  
with the 3-year system. RBB uti l i z ation was 1-6 
percentage points greater on areas with 2-year and 3-
year allocation systems than on areas with a 1-year 
system. Overa l l ,  RBB controlled 5 9 %  of a l l  man-days . 
The number o f  ducks harvested and crippled on PHA 
are presented in Table 1 4 .  Spring Lake had the lowest 
crippling rate with 5 . 3  ducks unretrieved per 1 0 0  ducks 
bagged and Stump Lake had the highest crippling rate at 
1 9 . 7 .  The crippling rate varied between years at each 
hunting are a .  A positive relationship existed between 
ducks bagged and those reported crippled. The slope o f  
the regression line (b = 0 . 1 3 ,  T-statistic = 8 . 0 3 ,  p < 
0 . 0 0 1 )  suggests that for every 1 duck bagged , 0 . 1 3 ducks 
are crippled (Table 1 4 ) . A general downward trend i n  
the crippling rate existed from 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 2  with a s light 
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Table 1 0 .  The total number of man-days on se lected 
public waterfowl hunting areas on days when hunting 
succe s s  (ducks/man-day) i s  below average ( I l linois 1 9 7 9 -
1 9 8 3 ) . 
Blind Non-Blind 
Area Year Builder % Builder % 
Anderson Lake 
1 9 8 1  223 32 4 7 4  6 8  
1 9 82 4 4 3  52 4 0 1  4 8  
1 9 83 52 1 52 4 8 3  4 8  
Mean 3 9 5 . 7  4 7  4 5 2 . 7  5 3  
BatGhtown 
1 9 7 9  2 3 0 8  4 9  2 4 0 0  5 1  
1 9 8 0  2 1 5 4  4 3  2 7 9 9  5 7  
1 9 8 1  1 8 79 4 3  2 4 42 5 7  
1 9 82 632 4 7  7 0 5  5 3  
1 9 8 3  1 8 8 3  5 0  1 92 1  5 0  
Mean 1 7 7 1 . 2  4 6  2 0 5 3 . 4  5 4  
Calhoun Point 
1 9 7 9  6 6 9  72 2 5 8  2 8  
1 9 8 0  5 5 1  6 3  326 3 7  
1 9 8 1  7 3 4  6 8  3 3 9  32 
1 9 82 720 6 9  3 3 0  3 1  
1 9 8 3  7 5 1  6 1  4 8 4  3 9  
Mean 6 8 5 . 0  6 6  3 47 . 4  3 4  
Glades 
1 9 79 1 5 3 0  7 3  5 7 3  2 7  
1 9 8 0  9 3 5  6 5  5 0 0  3 5  
1 9 8 1  8 0 8  7 1  3 32 2 9  
1 9 82 9 1 5  7 0  3 9 4  3 0  
1 9 8 3  1 0 4 6  6 6  5 3 8  3 4  
Mean 1 0 4 6 . 8  6 9  4 67 . 4  3 1  
Godar-Diamond 
1 97 9  1 326 6 5  729 35 
1 9 8 0  1 0 6 1  55 8 7 9  45 
1 9 8 1  1 1 50 5 5  9 5 1  4 5  
1 9 82 1 0 0 6  5 0  9 9 0  5 0  
1 9 8 3  1 5 5 6  5 6  1221 4 4  
Mean 1 2 1 9 . 8  5 6  9 5 4 . 0  4 4  
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Table 1 0 . (cont . )  
Horseshoe Lake 
1 98 1  5 7 2  5 8  4 0 8  4 2  
1 9 8 2  6 0 4  4 9  6 3 2  5 1  
1 9 8 3  7 4 3  4 4  9 4 8  5 6  
Mean 6 3 9 . 7  4 9  6 6 2 . 7  5 1  
Marshall Co . 
1 9 8 1  5 5 7  5 3  4 9 8  4 7  
1 9 8 2  7 3 0  5 7  5 4 4  4 3  
1 9 8 3  7 6 4  6 0  4 9 9  4 0  
Mean 6 83 . 7  5 7  5 1 3 . 7  4 3  
Sanganoi s  
1 9 8 1  9 3 0  5 6  7 3 8 4 4  
1 9 8 2  9 3 9  6 4  5 3 0  3 6  
1 9 8 3  1 2 5 5  6 1  8 0 5  3 9  
Mean 1 0 4 1 . 3  6 0  6 9 1  4 0  
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  4 0 9  3 3  8 4 4  6 7  
1 9 8 2  4 8 7  4 0  7 4 4  6 0  
1 9 8 3  6 5 5  5 2  6 0 8  4 8  
Mean 5 1 7 . 0  4 1  7 3 2  5 9  
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  1 3 2 1  7 2  5 2 5  2 8  
1 9 8 0  9 9 7  5 7  7 4 0  4 3  
1 9 8 1  1 0 2 1  6 3  5 9 1  3 7  
1 9 8 2  9 5 8  6 2  5 7 9  3 8  
1 9 8 3  1 6 7 0  6 5  8 8 9  3 5  
Mean 1 19 3 . 4  6 4  6 6 4 . 8  3 6  
Woodford Co . 
1 9 8 1  8 4 8  5 6  6 5 8  4 4  
1 9 8 2  8 9 2  6 1  5 6 9  3 9  
1 9 83 9 1 3  6 1  5 7 4  3 9  
Mean 8 8 4 . 3  6 0  6 0 0 . 3  4 0  
Grand Total 
1 9 7 9  7 1 54 6 1  4 4 8 5  3 9  
1 9 8 0  5 6 9 8  5 2  5 2 4 4  4 8  
1 9 8 1  9 1 3 1  5 2  8 2 7 5  4 8  
1 9 8 2  8 3 2 6  5 6  6 4 1 8  4 4  
1 9 8 3  1 1 7 5 7  5 7  8 9 7 0  4 3  
Grand Mean 8 413 . 2  5 6  6 6 7 8 . 4  4 4  
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Table 1 1 .  The total number of man-days on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas on days when hunting 
success (ducks /man-day) i s  above average ( I l linois 
1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 ) . 
Area Year 
Anderson Lake 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Batchtown 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Calhoun Point 
1 9 79 
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Glades 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Godar-Diamond 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 83 
Mean 
Blind 
Builder 
1 7 3  
2 4 2  
9 3  
1 69 . 3  
1 6 8 9  
1 3 9 2  
1 3 1 1  
7 5 7  
1 1 2 0  
1 2 5 3 . 8  
6 9 2  
5 6 6  
5 8 6  
5 7 6  
4 8 8  
5 8 1 . 6  
6 1 4  
9 5 2  
8 9 6  
5 7 8  
2 6 6  
6 6 1 . 2  
1 0 0 1  
1 0 9 5  
9 4 1  
8 0 9  
7 8 8  
9 2 4 . 8  
% 
4 8  
5 2  
3 8  
4 8  
5 3  
4 9  
5 3  
4 8  
4 7  
5 0  
6 8  
7 9  
7 4  
7 7  
6 0  
7 1  
7 5  
7 0  
8 0  
7 2  
5 8  
7 3  
6 6  
6 4  
6 6  
6 2  
5 4  
6 3  
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Non-Blind 
Builder 
1 8 7  
2 2 0  
1 5 2  
1 8 6 . 3  
1 5 1 9  
1 4 3 3  
1 1 7 2  
8 1 6  
1 2 8 8  
1 24 5 . 6  
3 3 1  
1 5 0  
2 0 9  
1 7 1  
3 3 1  
2 3 8 . 4  
2 0 6  
4 0 3  
2 2 3 
2 2 3  
1 9 1  
2 4 9 . 2  
5 1 2  
6 0 7  
4 7 7  
4 8 8  
6 5 3  
5 4 7 . 4  
% 
5 2  
4 8  
6 2  
5 2  
4 7  
5 1  
4 7  
5 2  
5 3  
5 0  
3 2  
2 1  
2 6  
2 3  
4 0  
2 9  
2 5  
3 0  
2 0  
2 8  
4 2  
2 7  
3 4  
3 6  
3 4  
3 8  
4 6  
3 7  
Table 1 1 .  (cont . )  
Horseshoe Lake 
1 9 8 1  5 0 3  6 6  2 5 9  3 4  
1 9 8 2  5 3 6  5 5  4 3 2  4 5  
1 9 8 3  6 0 6  5 6  4 6 8  4 4  
Mean 5 4 8 . 3  5 9  3 8 6 . 3  4 1  
Marshall C o .  
1 9 8 1  3 2 1  5 4  2 6 9  4 6  
1 9 8 2  4 9 3  5 5  4 0 2  4 5  
1 9 8 3  4 8 9  5 6  3 8 3  4 4  
Mean 4 3 4 . 3  5 5  3 5 1 . 3  4 5  
Sanganois 
1 9 8 1  5 5 4  6 5  2 9 2  3 5  
1 9 8 2  6 6 1  6 1  4 1 4  3 9  
1 9 8 3  1 0 4 9  7 3  3 8 3 2 7  
Mean 7 54 . 7  6 8  3 6 3  3 2  
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  3 1 8  5 3  2 8 2  4 7  
1 9 8 2  5 9 7  6 0  4 0 1  4 0  
1 9 8 3  3 8 6  5 2  3 5 4  4 8  
Mean 4 33 . 7  5 6  3 4 5 . 7  4 4  
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  9 2 8  7 3  3 4 2  2 7  
1 9 8 0  9 9 2  6 9  4 4 3  3 1  
1 9 8 1  1 2 2 2  7 5  4 0 6  2 5  
1 9 8 2  6 8 0  6 8  3 2 6  3 2  
1 9 8 3  8 3 1  5 3  7 4 5  4 7  
Mean 9 30 . 6  6 7  4 5 2 . 4  3 3  
Woodford C o .  
1 9 8 1  4 7 5  5 8  3 4 1  4 2  
1 9 8 2  7 6 2  6 5  4 0 4  3 5  
1 9 8 3  7 6 1  6 3  4 3 8  3 7  
Mean 6 66 . 0  6 3  3 9 4 . 3  3 7  
Grand Total 
1 9 7 9  4 9 2 4  6 3  2 9 1 0  3 7  
1 9 8 0  4 9 9 7  6 2  3 0 3 6  3 8  
1 9 8 1  7 3 00 6 4  4 1 1 7  3 6  
1 9 8 2  6 6 9 1  6 1  4 2 9 7  3 9  
1 9 8 3  6 8 6 7  5 6  5 3 8 6  4 4  
Grand Mean 6 1 5 5 . 8  6 1  394 9 . 2  3 9  
3 2  
Table 1 2 .  The total number of man-days on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas on days when hunting 
success (ducks/man-day) i s  1 standard deviation above 
average ( I llinois 1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 ) .  
Area Year 
Anderson Lake 
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Batchtmvn 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Calhoun Point 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Glades 
1 9 79 
1 9 8 0  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 1  
1 9 8 2  
Mean 
Godar-Diamond 
1 9 7 9  
1 9 8 0  
1 9 81 
1 9 8 2  
1 9 8 3  
Mean 
Blind 
Builder 
58 
7 9  
3 9  
5 8 . 7  
8 3 1  
5 7 1  
8 4 6  
3 5 7  
4 6 0  
6 1 3 . 0  
1 9 0  
1 9 2  
3 2 1  
2 7 2  
1 7 1  
2 2 9 . 2  
2 7 7  
3 6 7  
5 2 7  
2 1 5  
1 1 7  
300 . 6  
4 0 6  
5 6 1  
3 5 6  
3 4 3  
3 1 5  
3 9 6 . 2  
3 3  
% 
45 
55 
4 1  
4 8  
5 9  
4 7  
6 5  
4 4  
6 3  
5 6  
6 4  
8 5  
8 4  
7 9  
6 8  
7 6  
7 7  
78 
8 8  
7 3  
6 0  
7 8  
7 0  
7 3  
7 3  
6 9  
5 4  
6 8  
Non-Blind 
Builder 
7 1  
6 5  
5 7  
6 4 . 3  
5 7 1  
6 3 7  
4 4 7  
4 5 7  
2 7 6  
4 7 7 . 6  
1 0 6  
3 5  
6 3  
7 1  
7 9  
7 0 . 8  
8 2  
1 0 3  
7 1  
8 0  
7 8  
8 2 . 8  
1 7 5  
2 1 1  
1 2 9  
1 5 5  
2 6 6  
1 8 7 . 2  
% 
5 5  
4 5  
59 
5 2  
4 1  
5 3  
35 
5 6  
3 7  
4 4  
3 6  
1 5  
1 6  
2 1  
3 2  
2 4  
2 3  
2 2  
1 2  
2 7  
4 0  
2 2  
3 0  
2 7  
2 7  
3 1  
4 6  
3 2  
Table 1 2 .  (cont . )  
Horse shoe Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 7 3  7 1  7 0  2 9  
1 9 8 2  2 3 9  5 7  1 7 9  4 3  
1 9 8 3  2 0 0  5 7  1 69 4 3  
Mean 2 1 0 . 7  6 0  1 3 9 . 3  4 0  
Marshall Co . 
1 9 8 1  1 6 3  6 3  9 4  3 7  
1 9 8 2  1 3 2  5 1  1 2 5  4 9  
1 98 3  1 2 2  5 1  1 1 7  4 9  
Mean 1 3 9 . 0  55 1 1 2 . 0  4 5  
Sanganois 
1 9 8 1  1 3 3  6 4  7 5  3 6  
1 9 8 2  1 0 1  5 3  8 8  4 7  
1 9 8 3  4 1 3  7 5  1 4 1  2 5  
Mean 2 15 . 7  6 8  1 0 1 . 3  3 2  
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 7 7  6 2  1 1 0  3 8  
1 9 8 2  2 6 4  6 3  1 5 5  3 7  
1 9 8 3  8 5  8 4  1 6  1 6  
Mean 175 . 3  6 5  9 3 . 7  3 5  
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  1 6 3 7 8  4 7  2 2  
1 9 8 0  5 5 0  7 6  1 7 6  2 4  
1 9 8 1  4 7 1  8 1  1 1 3 1 9  
1 9 8 2  2 2 4  7 5  7 6  2 5  
1 9 8 3  3 5 0  6 4  1 9 9  3 6  
Mean 3 5 1 . 6  7 4  1 2 2 . 2  2 6  
Woodford Co. 
1 9 8 1  2 2 1  6 6  1 1 2  3 4  
1 9 8 2  3 3 8  6 4  1 8 8  3 6  
1 9 8 3  2 9 1  6 5  1 5 5 3 5  
Mean 2 8 3 . 3  6 5  1 5 1 . 7  3 5  
Grand Total 
1 9 7 9  1 8 6 7  6 6  9 8 1  3 4  
1 9 8 0  2 2 4 1  6 6  1 1 6 2  3 4  
1 9 8 1  3 4 4 6  7 2  1 3 5 5  2 8  
1 9 8 2  2 5 6 4  6 1  1 6 3 9  3 9  
1 9 8 3  2 5 8 3  6 2  1 5 5 3  3 8  
Grand Mean 2 5 4 0 . 2  6 5  1 3 3 8 . 0  3 5  
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Table 13. The total number o f  man-days o n  1-year , 2-year, and 3-year s el ected public 
waterfo wl h unting areas in Illinois o n  days when h unting success (ducks/man-day) is 
below average, above average, and 1 standard deviatio n above average. (%) . 
1 S. D. 
Allocation Below Av. Abo ve Av. Above Av. Total 
System REB NBB RBB NBB RBB NBB RBB NBB 
1-year a 12485 10957 9019 6081 3248 1987 24752 19025 
(53) (47) (60) (40) (62) (38 ) (57 ) (43) 
2-yearb 12852 9729 9921 5946 4108 2143 26881 17818 
(57 ) (43) (63) (37 ) (66) (34 ) (60) (40) 
3-year c 16729 12706 11839 7719 5345 2560 33913 22985 
(57 ) (43) (61) (39) (68 ) (32) (60) (40)  
Total 42066 33392 30779 1 9746 12701 6690 85546 59828 
(56) (44 ) (61 ) (39) ( 65, ) (35) (59) (41) 
aAnderso n  Lake in 1982-1983, Horseshoe Lake, Sanganois, Spring Lake, and Woodford Co. 
in 1981-1983. 
bBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades , Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1979-1980. 
cBatchtown, Calhoun Point, Glades , Godar-Diamond, and Stump Lake in 1981- 1983. 
increase in 1 9 8 3 .  The 1 3 . 4  birds reported crippled per 
1 0 0  ducks retrieved on PHA was below the USFWS ' s  1 9 7 9 -
1 9 8 4 mean number o f  ducks crippled of 1 9 . 5  per 1 0 0  ducks 
retrieved. 
The percent of the total man-day s ,  ducks harve sted , 
and c r ippled for each week of the waterfowl season i s  
i l lustrated in Figure 4 .  Man-days are fairly evenly 
distributed throughout the hunting season with a range 
of 1 1- 1 9 %  for each week . Howeve r ,  2 5 %  of the ducks 
harvested, and 3 1 %  of the ducks crippled occurred during 
the first week of the season . The percent of the total 
ducks harvested stabilized during weeks 2 to 7 ( range 9 -
1 5 % ) . However ,  the weekly percent of the total ducks 
unretrieved continued on a downward trend throughout the 
season ( 1 7- 7 % ) . 
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Table 1 4 .  Number of waterfowl that were harvested, and 
crippled (knocked down but not retrieved) on selected 
public water fowl hunting areas in I l linoi s ,  1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 3 . 
Percent 
Area Year Harvested Crippled Crippled 
Batchtown 
1 9 7 9  6 5 8 7  1 0 2 4  1 5 . 5  
1 9 8 0  5 9 7 5  5 7 0  9 . 5  
1 9 8 1  4 6 2 7  5 2 6  1 1 . 4  
1 9 8 2  1 8 6 8  1 3 1  7 . 0  
1 9 8 3  6 6 53 7 6 1  1 1 .  4 
Mean 5 14 2 . 0 6 0 2 . 4  1 1 .  7 
Calhoun Point 
1 9 7 9  1 3 6 9  2 0 0  1 4 . 6  
1 9 8 0  6 5 3  8 9  1 3 . 6  
1 9 8 1  1 2 54 149 1 1 .  9 
1 9 8 2  1 1 6 4  1 0 4  8 . 9  
1 9 8 3  1 4 5 3  1 5 7  1 0 . 8  
Mean 1 1 7 8 . 6  1 3 9 . 8  1 1 . 9  
Glades 
1 9 7 9 1 8 8 4 3 7 5  1 9 . 9  
1 9 8 0  1 7 8 4  2 5 6  14 . 3  
1 9 8 1  1 1 8 7  2 7 0  2 2 . 7  
1 9 8 2  1 0 9 1  2 3 4  2 1 .  4 
1 9 8 3  1 4 8 6  1 9 8  1 3 . 3  
Mean 1 48 6 . 4  2 6 6 . 6  1 7 . 9  
Godar-Diamond 
1 97 9  3 2 0 9  2 6 2  8 . 2  
1 9 8 0  2 5 7 6  3 8 3  1 4 . 9  
1 9 8 1  2 5 7 1  4 7 1  1 8 . 3  
1 9 8 2  2 4 4 8  3 2 9  13 . 4  
1 9 8 3  4 2 97 7 5 8  1 7 . 6  
Mean 3 0 20 . 2  4 4 0 . 6  14 . 6  
Horseshoe Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 1 0 4  5 3  4 . 8  
1 9 8 2  1 3 1 1  1 9 7  1 5 . 0  
1 9 8 3  2-3 0 6  1 0 8  4 . 7  
Mean 1573 . 7  1 19 . 3  7 . 6  
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Table 1 4 .  (cont . )  
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 4 0 6  8 7  6 . 2  
1 9 8 2  1 3 8 9  1 8  1 . 3  
1 9 8 3  1 4 9 6  1 2 1  8 . 1  
Mean 1 4 3 0 . 3  75 . 3  5 . 3  
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  2 3 2 3  6 1 1  2 6 . 3  
1 9 8 0  2 9 2 5  8 9 9  3 0 . 7  
1 9 8 1  2 2 1 4  3 2 9  1 4 . 9  
1 9 8 2  1 8 0 9  2 4 1  13 . 3  
1 9 8 3  4 2 4 1  5 8 6  1 3 . 8  
Mean 2 70 2 . 4  5 3 3 . 2  1 9 . 7  
Woodford Co . 
1 9 8 1  2 0 36 235 1 1 . 5  
1 9 8 2  2 4 8 7  2 3 4  9 . 4  
1 9 8 3  3 2 6 0  3 7 7  1 1 . 6  
Mean 2 5 9 4 . 3  2 8 2 . 0  1 0 . 9  
Grand Total 
1 9 79 1 5 3 7 2  2 4 7 2  1 6 . 1  
1 9 8 0 1 3 9 1 3  2 1 9 7  1 5 . 8  
1 9 8 1  1 6 3 9 9  2 1 2 0  1 2 . 9  
1 9 8 2  1 3 5 6 7  1 4 8 8  1 1 . 0  
1 9 8 3  2 5 1 9 2  3 0 6 6  1 2 . 1  
Grand Mean 1 6 8 8 8 . 6  2 2 6 8 . 6  1 3 . 4  
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Fi gure 4.  The week ly percent of the season total of man-days, ducks harvested, 
and ducks cri ppled on selected publ i c  waterfowl hunting areas i n  Illi nois. 
DISCUSSION 
The parameter "man-days" has traditionally been 
used as an indicator of the benefits provided by hunter­
wildlife interaction. Harvest data from PHA indicate 
that hunting pressure varies from area to area and from 
year to year. This variation in the number of hunters , 
man-days , and average man-days per season i s  due , at 
leas t  in par t ,  to local weather conditions , the 
population s i z e  of ducks , access problems , sociological 
reason s ,  and the ava i lability of food resources for 
waterfowl (Martin and Carney 1 9 7 7 ,  Boyd 1 9 8 3 ,  and F i lion 
and Parker 1 9 8 4 ) . 
Bellrose ( 1 9 4 4 a ,  b ) , Geis ( 1 9 6 3 ) , Dimmick and 
Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 ) , and Eldridge et a l .  ( 1 9 7 6 )  reported a 
decrease in hunter pressure as the hunting season 
progre ssed. After the first week of hunting many 
hunters tend to lose their enthusiasm for hunting and 
hunting pressure tapers o f f .  The PHA i n  this study 
received the most hunting pressure during the first week 
of the season with the subsequent weeks receiving les s ,  
although persistent hunting pressure . 
Bellrose ( 1 9 4 4 a )  and Bednarik ( 1 9 6 1 )  found that 
with high hunter densitie s ,  the total duck harvest 
declined due to competition amoung hunters . In terms of 
percent, PHA uti liz ing a 1-year al location system had 
fewer low-qua lity ( in terms of ducks harvested) duck 
4 0  
blind s ,  more mid-quality blinds , and about the same 
percent of high-quality blinds as PHA with a 2- or 3-
year al location system. Because PHA with a 1-year 
system averaged 2 7 . 1  blinds used per year , PHA with a 2-
year system averaged 59 . 4 ,  and PHA with a 3-year system 
averaged 5 3 . 6 ,  the former had less hunter competition 
and relatively more succe s s ful blinds . 
Many studies of hunter mobility have been conducted 
in other states .  I n  a bag check study, Schierbaum and 
Foley ( 1 9 5 5 )  determined that 7 0 %  of waterfowl hunters in 
New York hunted within 2 5  miles of their home . The 
present study revealed that 58% of the hunters resided 
within 2 5  miles of the hunting site . A survey of public 
use of wildlife management areas in Iowa indicated that 
7 9 %  of the individuals resided within 4 0  miles of the 
site ( K longlan and Wright 1 9 7 3 ) . Mead and Bookhout 
( 1 9 7 8 )  reported that 8 5 %  o f  the public use of wildlife 
areas in Ohio came from individuals who lived within 5 0  
m i l e s  of the site . An analysis of duck hunting in 
Mis s i s s ippi River Pools by Schroeder ( 1 9 8 1 )  indicated 
that 2 2 %  of the hunters resided within ten miles of the 
hunting are a .  
Dimmick and Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 )  studied the distance 
driven between hunters ' residences and their hunting 
areas in I l linois . They found that 8 5 %  o f  the hunters 
lived within a SO-mile radius of the hunting site . 
My study of the distance hunters travel to hunt 
41 
differed from the study of Dimmick and Klimstra ( 1 9 6 4 )  
in that I separated RBB from NBB. RBB tend to hunt 
about three times as much a s  NBB because RBB have an 
advantage in gaining access to blind s i te s .  However ,  
there are approximately five times as many NBB a s  RBB . 
In each di stance parameter , RBB and NBB comprised 
approximately the same percentages of their total number 
of hunter s .  
The number o f  waterfowl harvested on PHA varied 
considerably between years .  Bellrose ( 1 9 4 4b )  reported 
that factors such a s  weather , chronology of migration , 
number of hunters afield , and the size of the waterfowl 
population a l l  affect the number of waterfowl harvested. 
As previously mentioned ,  the number of hunters and man­
days vary considerably between year s .  The species 
composition rank of the water fowl harvest on the PHA 
also varied between years a lthough not as much as the 
number of water fowl harve sted . The mallard and wood 
duck were the number one and two ducks , respective ly , i n  
the total bag each year which correlated to the USFWS ' s  
1 0-year ( 1 9 7 1 - 1 9 8 0 )  average annual harvest estimate 
(Carney et a l .  1 98 3 ) . 
The U . S .  F i sh and Wildlife Servic e ,  some state s ,  
and the Canadian Wildlife Service estimate (via mail 
questionnaires and/or duck wing surveys) the number of 
water fowl harvested by hunters within their respective 
areas of responsibility each year . Weaknesses and 
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limitations of the survey results are numerous (Atwood 
1 9 5 6 , Sen 1 9 7 2 ,  Martin and Carney 1 9 7 7 , F i lion 1 9 7 8 ,  
Wright 1 9 7 8 ,  and Couling et a l .  1 9 8 2 ) . The obvious ones 
include the voluntary nature of hunter participation in 
the survey, hunter exaggeration of harve s t ,  sma l l  sample 
s i z e s  for certain speci e s ,  and biases amoung respondents 
and nonre spondents .  Over the year s ,  adj ustment factors 
have been used to correct the biases . At the present 
t ime , the USFWS ' s  water fowl survey is thought to be 
reliable at estimating hunter activity and harvest 
(Couling et a l .  1 9 8 2 ) . 
My comparison of the species composition of the 
waterfowl harvest concurred with the USFWS ' s  estimates 
for Jersey and Calhoun countie s .  Because the overlap in 
the years of the comparison was only two years ( 1 9 7 9 -
1 9 8 3  versus the USFWS ' s  1 0-year average - 1 9 7 1 - 1 9 8 0 ) , i t  
i s  not plausible to make strict comparisons o f  harvest 
data from the PHA with the USFWS ' s  annual estimate o f  
harvest for each respect ive yea r .  However ,  because 
within year biases exi s t ,  the best comparison would be 
achi eved by comparing my five years of data to the 
USFWS ' s  1 0-year average ( Elwood Marti n ,  USFWS, pers . 
comm . ) .  A comparison of the rank of the species in the 
harvest was remarkedly close for both Jersey and Ca lhoun 
counties to that of the USFWS . The bufflehead , common 
goldeneye , and mergansers were not detected by the 
USFWS ' s  estimate probably due to low representation of 
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these species in the survey. 
In analyzing hunter activity in relation to 
increases in the degree of hunting succe s s , the trend is 
for RBB to account for a greater percentage of the total 
man-days than NBB . This is intriging because it may 
seem that due to the increase in hunting success RBB are 
hunting more . However ,  subjective evaluation of this 
situation indicates that RBB are probably achieving 
higher success because they are hunting mor e .  Reynolds 
and Bishop ( 1 9 7 9 )  reported a highly significant positive 
correlation between harvest and hunting pressure which 
probably reflects hunter awareness of opportunities for 
high leve l s  o f  waterfowl hunting succe s s . As previously 
mentioned, RBB tend to hunt on the average three times 
more than NBB . Thus , RBB are more aware o f  the current 
hunting success on an area than NBB . This propensity o f  
waterfowl hunters to visit the same site can b e  thought 
of a s  the establi shment of a "home-site . "  Thus , RBB 
with established home-sites (blind-site s )  would be 
expected to behave in ways that give them an advantage 
over transient hunters (NBB) in harvesting waterfowl . 
With increasing degrees of hunting succe ss , RBB 
utiliz ing PHA with a 1-year a l location system controlled 
a lower percentage of the total man-days than RBB 
utili zing PHA with 2- or 3-year al location systems . 
Thus , the 1-year al location system is more equitable in 
terms of distributing hunter opportunity between RBB and 
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NBB. Bellrose ( 1 95 0 )  indicated that the main goal of 
management should be to satisfy as many hunters a s  
possible. Thu s ,  the question now arises a s  to what 
really constitutes satis faction in hunters? Although 
ducks harvested is not the only means o f  gaining 
satis faction when hunting ( Stankey et a l .  1 9 7 3 ) , it i s  
the parameter that i s  most often used . Table 3 
indicates that relatively few of the duck blinds are 
succes s ful in harvesting duck s .  This coupled with the 
preceding fact that RBB monopolize the total number o f  
man-days when hunting success is high ( 1  S . D .  above 
average) indicates that very few RBB are actually 
achieving a high success rate . It seems logical to 
assume that these RBB have been the the most vociferous 
in objecting to changes in blind al location systems . 
This is due to the reaction to changes in management 
( from a 1 - ,  2- or 3-year al location system) of their 
hunting are a .  
A knowledge o f  crippling losses t o  waterfowl i s  o f  
vast importanc e .  Bellrose ( 1 9 5 3 )  reported that the 
factors governing crippling losses are diverse and 
difficult to a s ses s .  Crippling losses varied on a l l  
PHA each year and no trends were evident . At the Stump 
Lake public hunting area an interesting phenomenon 
occurred. In 1 9 7 9  and 1 9 8 0  the crippling rate was 2 6 . 3 %  
and 3 0 . 7 % ,  respectively. However ,  in the fol lowing 
three hunting seasons the crippling rate dropped 
approximately 5 0 % .  I n  1 9 7 9  and 1 9 8 0 ,  hunters at Stump 
Lake were required to use non-toxic steel shot and i t  i s  
believed that the hunters were more keenly aware o f  
ducks that were crippled. In those years , many hunters 
had not adjusted to shooting steel shot . In 1 9 8 1 ,  the 
Stump Lake public hunting area was converted back to a 
lead shot area and the reported crippling rate dropped 
considerably. The 1 3 . 4  ducks reported crippled per 1 0 0  
ducks retrieved o n  PHA was below the USFWS ' s  1 9 7 9 - 1 9 8 4  
mean number of ducks crippled o f  1 9 . 5  per 1 0 0  ducks 
retrieved. The accuracy of these data on the PHA are 
dependent upon the diligence of the check station 
operator and the honesty of the hunte r .  Possibly , a 
hunter prestige factor may have been i nvolve d .  Many 
hunters would probably rather forget about the ducks 
they crippled than to report them. However ,  these data 
did reflect the same general downward trend in crippling 
rates as documented by the USFWS in the past decade . 
The chronology o f  man-day s ,  ducks harvested , and 
ducks crippled revealed a general downward trend in a l l  
three variables as the hunting season progre ssed . 
Bellrose ( 1 9 4 4b)  noted that the chronology of waterfowl 
migration may change from year to year for each species 
and typically the duck species that migrate through 
I l linois early in the hunting season are the ones most 
e a s i ly killed. Other factors involved are that early in 
the season juvenile birds predominate in the population , 
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and more hunters (many novice) are afield. Thus , 
competition for ducks i s  fierce and consequently > 3 0 %  o f  
a l l  the ducks crippled occurred in the first week. 
Martin and Carney ( 1 9 7 7 )  reported that between 1 9 6 1 -
1 9 7 0 ,  3 3 %  o f  all ducks harvested were taken during the 
first five days o f  the waterfowl season in I l linoi s .  My 
data on PHA indicate that approximately 2 5 %  o f  the total 
duck harvest occurs during the first week of the season . 
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MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
As this study used exceedingly large sample sizes 
( 4 6 , 9 1 4  data cards) and covered a period of three to 
five years (depending on the area studied ) , some firm 
management recommendations can be mad e .  
The 2 - and 3-year al location systems have certain 
inherent problem s .  One such problem i s  low hunting 
succ e s s .  Succe s s  as measured by ducks /man-day could be 
increased with minimal impact by reducing the number o f  
duck blinds on most areas . Data collected during thi s 
study indicate that rarely are a l l  blinds occuppied . 
Therefore , some reduction in the number of duck blinds 
could be accommodated.  However, it must be rea l i z ed 
that total man-days may be sacri ficed on opening day and 
perhaps other key periods during the season . 
My data indicate that most of the hunters reside 
within 50 miles of the hunting site . There fore , site-
specific public informational meetings should be 
conducted as close to the site a s  possible to insure 
hunter participation . 
The 2- and 3-year al location systems give RBB an 
opportunity to increase their dominance over NBB. The 
1 9 5 4  agreement between the U . S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
and the I l linois Department of Conservation states that 
"the State will manage public hunting and 
fishing on a l l  areas it designates 
for this purpose in such a manner as to 
provide equal opportunity for all who wish to 
partic ipate in these forms of recreation. No 
individual or group of individuals wi l l  
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be permitted to enjoy any special privileges 
on these hunting and fishing areas that are 
not af forded to the general publi c ,  and no 
individual or group of individuals shall 
require or be granted exclusive hunting and 
fishing rights . "  
Thus , the 2- and 3-year allocation systems may be in 
contrast to this agreement because RBB in the most 
successful duck blinds monopolize the total number of 
man-days and consequently restrict NBB participation 
in these blind s .  Furthermore , i n  the 2nd or 3rd year of 
a 2- or 3-year al location system, respective ly, the 
general trend i s  for RBB ( those in the unsuccessful duck 
blinds) to decrease their proportion of the total number 
o f  man-days (Gary Pott s ,  unpubl ished data ) . Thu s ,  RBB 
hunting in the long term decrea se s ,  and the RBB in the 
successful blinds monopolize the system. Therefore , 
based on the information in this study, my recornmenda-
tion is to convert PHA with a 2- or 3-year allocation 
system to a 1-year al location system because :  ( 1 )  it i s  
the most equitable in terms o f  distributing hunting 
e f fort between RBB and NBB , ( 2 )  each year hunters would 
have the opportunity to draw a duck blind (whereas 
with the 2- and 3-year systems hunters must wait two or 
three years) which would rejuvenate hunter intere s t .  
RBB are given the right to build a duck blind and a 
priority to hunt ducks from i t .  The original agreement 
does not state in what proportions groups should utilize 
their hunting right s .  Wildlife administrators must 
weigh the costs and benefits of the following i s sue s .  
Should RBB be penalized for hunting in greater pro­
portions than NBB? Do the operating costs of a 1-year 
a l location system (which are higher than the 2- or 3-
year system) outweigh the benefits a fforded the general 
waterfowl hunting public in this system? 
Since waterfowl populations are on a downward 
trend , waterfowl managers are looking at various means 
to decrease mortality factors such as lead poisoning, 
and the crippling rate . I f  a strategy to curtail the 
total number of ducks crippled were to be employed, my 
data suggests that the first week of the hunting season 
should be targeted because 3 1 %  of the total ducks 
crippled occur during this period. To moderate this 
problem, the number of shells during the first week o f  
the season could be restricted. As over 1 7 %  of the man­
days occur during the first week of the season , another 
strategy would be to limit the number o f  hunters during 
this period . Another strategy would be to initiate 
better educational programs on waterfowl hunting . 
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APPENDIX A 
Table l .  The number of duck blinds relative to ducks harvested on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas in Illinois in 1 9 7 9 .  ( % )  • 
Total Ducks Harvested in Blind 
No. of 
Area Blinds 0 - 5 0  5 1- 1 0 0  1 0 1- 1 5 0 1 5 1 - 2 0 0  2 0 1 - 2 5 0  > 2 5 1  
Batchtown 9 9  5 0  2 8  1 1  4 2 4 
( 5  l l ( 2 8 )  ( 1 1 1  ( 4 )  ( 2 )  ( 4 )  
Calhoun Point 5 2  H 5 3 
( 8 5 )  ( 9) ( f'i )  
Glades 3 8  2 8  6 2 1 1 
( 7 4)  ( 1 6 )  ( 5 )  ( 2) ( 2) 
Godar-Diamond 4 2  22 8 4 5 1 2 
( 5 2 )  ( 1 9 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 1 2 )  ( 2 )  ( 5 )  
Stump Lake 6 7  5 3  8 3 1 l l 
( 7 9 )  ( 1 2 )  ( 5 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( l l  
Total 2 9 8  1 9 7  5 5  2 3  1 0  5 8 
( 6 6)  ( 1 8 )  ( 8 )  ( 3 )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  
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APPENDIX A 
Table 2 .  The number of duck blinds relative to ducks harvested on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas in I l linois in 1980 . ( % ) . 
Total Ducks Harvested in Blind 
No. of 
Area Blinds 0 - 5 0  5 1 - 1 0 0  1 0 1 - 1 50 1 5 1 - 2 0 0  2 0 1 - 2 5 0  > 2 5 1  
Batchtown 9 3  5 3  2 1  9 2 4 4 
( 5  7 )  ( 2 3 )  ( 1 0 1  ( 2 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  
Calhoun Point 5 4  5 2  l l 
( 9 6 )  ( 2 1  ( 2 )  
Glades 3 8  3 0  5 1 l 1 
( 7 9 )  ( 1 3 )  ( 2 1  ( 2 I ( 2 )  
Godar-Diamond 4 3 2 4  1 1 2 5 1 
( 5 6 )  ( 2 5 1  ( 5 1  ( 1 2 )  ( 2 )  
Stump Lake 6 8  49 1 1  1 6 1 
I 7 2 I ( 1 6 )  ( 2 )  ( 9 )  ( l) 
Total 296 2 0 8  4 9  1 4  1 3  6 6 
( 7 0 )  ( l 7 )  I 5 I ( 4 )  ( 2 1  ( 2 )  
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Table 3 .  The number of duck blinds re lative to ducks harvested on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas in I l linois in 1 9 8 1 .  ( '\ ) . 
Tota l Ducks Harvested in B l ind 
No. o f  
Area Blinds 0-50 5 1 - 1 0 0  1 0 1 - 1 5 0  1 5 1 - 2 0 0  201-250 > 2 5 1  
Anderson Lake 1 9  1 6  2 l 
( B 4 )  ( 1 1 )  ( 5 )  
Ba tchtown 92 6 0  2 1  4 3 l 3 
( 6 5  l ( 2  3 )  ( 4 l ( 3 )  ( 1 )  ( 3 )  
Calhoun Poi.nt 49 4 2  5 l 1 
( 8 6 )  ( 1 0 1  ( 2 1  ( 2 )  
Glades 3 7  2 9  6 l l 
( 7 8 )  ( 1 6 1  ( 3 )  ( 3 1  
Godar-Diamond 3 9  1 9  1 0  5 3 2 
( 4 9 1  ( 2 6 1  ( 1 3 )  ( 7 )  ( 5 )  
Horseshoe Lake 27 1 9  5 3 
( 7 0 1  ( 1 9 )  ( l l l  
�arshall Co. 24 1 4  1 0  
( 5 8  l (4 l l  
Sa nganois 5 1  3 5  7 3 2 3 l 
( 6 8 1  ( 1 4 )  ( 6 )  ( 4 I ( 6 )  ( 2 1  
Spring Lake 2 0  7 7 6 
( 3  5 I ( 3 5  I ( 3 0  I 
Stump Lake 7 3  6 3  4 2 l l 2 
( 8 6 )  ( 6 )  ( 3 )  ( l )  ( l l  ( 3 )  
Woodford Co. 2 1  8 5 5 2 l 
( 3 8 )  ( 2 4 I ( 2 4 1  ( 9 )  ( 5 )  
Total 4 5 2  3 1 2  8 0  3 2  1 4  7 7 
( 6 9 )  ( 1 7 1  ( 7 )  ( 3 )  ( 2 )  ( 21 
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Table 4 .  The number of duck blinds relative to ducks harvested on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas in Illinois in 1 9 8 2 .  ( \ ) . 
Total Ducks Harvested in Blind 
No. of 
Area Blinds 0-50 5 1 - 1 0 0  1 0 1 - 1 5 0  1 5 1-200 201-250 > 2 5 1  
Anderson Lake 1 9  l l  5 3 
( 5 8 )  ( 2 6 )  ( 1 6 )  
Batchtown 8 5  7 5  5 3 2 
( 8 8 )  ( 6 )  I 4 I ( 2 )  
Calhoun Point 4 7  4 2  3 2 
( 8 9 )  ( 6 )  ( 4)  
Glades J7 3 2  2 2 l 
(!3 7 )  ( 5 )  ( 5 )  ( 3 )  
Godar-Diamond 36 1 7 9 6 4 
( 4 7 )  ( 2 5 )  ( 1 7 1  ( l l l  
Horseshoe Lake 2 7  2 1  1 3 l 1 
( 7 7 )  ( 4 )  ( l l l  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  
Marshall Co. 2 4 1 4  6 4 
( 5 8 )  ( 2 5 )  ( 1 7 )  
Sanganois 46 3 0  7 7 2 
( 6 5 )  ( l 5 )  ( 1 5 )  ( 4)  
Spring Lake 2 0  6 1 1  1 2 
( 3 0 )  ( 5 5 )  ! 5 I ( 1 0 )  
Stump Lake 5 8  48 7 1 l l 
(83)  (12)  ( l )  ( l )  ( 1 1 
Woodford Co. 2 1  7 2 9 1 l l 
1 3 3 )  ( 9 )  ( 4 3 )  ( 5 )  ( 5 )  ( 5 )  
Total 4 20 3 0 3  58 38 1 4  3 4 
( 7 2 )  ( 1 4 )  ( 9 1  ( 3 )  ( l )  ( l )  
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Table 5 .  The number of duck b linds relative to ducks harvested on selected 
public waterfowl hunting areas in I llinois in 1 9 8 3 .  ( \ I . 
Total Ducks Harvested in Blind 
No. o f  
Area Blinds 0-50 5 1 - 1 0 0  1 0 1 - 1 5 0  151-200 201-250 > 2 5 1  
Anderson Lake 1 9  1 0  5 2 0 2 
( 5 3 1  ( 2 6 1  ( 1 0 1  ( 1 0 1  
Batchtown 8 6  4 7  1 9  1 2  2 l 5 
( 5 5 1  ( 221  ( 1 4 1  ( 2 )  ( l I 1 6 1  
Calhoun Point 3 9  3 1  5 1 2 
( 8 0 1  ( 1 3 1  ( 2 )  ( 5 l  
Glades 3 5  2 4  7 l 2 l 
( 6 8 )  ( 2 0 )  ( 3 )  ( 6 )  ( ) ) 
Godar-Diamond 3 7  l 2 9 4 5 4 ) 
( 3  2)  (2  4 I ( 1 1 )  ( 1 4  I ( 1 1 1  ( 8 1  
Horseshoe Lake 29 1 3  1 0  2 3 l 
( 4 5 1  1 3 5 1  ( 7 1  ( 1 0 1  ( 3 )  
Marshall Co. 2 4  9 6 7 1 l 
1 3 8 1  ( 2 5 1  1 2 9 1  ( 4 I ( 4  I 
Sanganois 57 28 1 3  10 3 2 l 
(49)  ( 2 3 I ( 18 I ( 5) ( 3 )  ( 2 1  
Spring Lake 2 0  6 1 0  3 l 
( 3 0 )  ( 5 0 )  ( 1 5  ( 5 l 
Stump Lake 5 5  3 2  9 5 2 4 3 
( 5 8 )  ( 1 6 )  ( 9 )  ( 4 )  ( 7 )  ( 5 )  
Woodford Co. 2 1  2 4 5 5 3 2 
( 9 )  ( 1 9 1  ( 2 4  I ( 2 4 )  ( 1 4 )  ( 9 )  
Total 4 2 4  2 1 6  97 52 2 3  2 0  1 6  
( 5 1  I ( 2 3 )  ( 1 2 )  ( 5 )  ( 5 1  ( 4 )  
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Appendix B. 
Table 1 .  Average waterfowl hunter activity in relation to distance traveled to hunt 
the Anderson Lake public waterfowl h unting area, 1982- 1 98 3 .  (%) . 
Distance 
Traveleda 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Unknown 
Out of State 
Total 
aAir miles. 
Bl ind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Trips 
H unters Trips H unter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
28 . 0  284 . o  1 0 . 1  94 . o  3 35 . 0  3 . 6  1 22 . 0  6 1 9 . 0  5 . 1  
( 55 )  ( 5 5 )  ( 4 1 )  ( 44 )  ( 44 )  ( 48 )  
2 1 . 0  222 . 5  10 . 6  1 1 4 . o  401 . 0  3 . 5  1 3 5 . 0  623 . 5  4 . 6  
( 42 )  ( 4 3 )  ( 50 )  ( 53 )  ( 49 )  ( 4 9 )  
1 . 5  7 . 5  5 . 0  1 8 . o  25 . 5  1 . 4 1 9 . 5  33 . 0  1 . 7 
( 3 )  ( 1 ) ( 8 )  ( 3 ) ( 7) ( 3 ) 
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 . 5  2 . 0  1 . 3  1 . 5  2 . 0  1 . 3  
( 1 ) ( < l ) ( L. l ) ( <( 1 ) 
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  
50 . 5  514 . o  1 0 . 2  227 . 5  763 . 5  3 . 4  278 . 0  1 277 . 5  4 . 6  
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Tab l e  2. Average waterfowl hunter activity in relation to distance travel ed to hunt 
the Horseshoe Lake publi c  waterfowl hunting area, 1981-1983 . ( % ) • 
Blind Builder Non-Bl i nd Bui lder Total 
�;:�:��� a 
No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Trips No. of No. of Tri:es 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 70. 0 926. 7 13 . 2  297 . 0  1225. 3 4 . 1  367 . 0  2152. 0 5 . 9  
(98) (98) (91) (94) (92) (96) 
26-50 0 0 0 3 . 0  5 . 0  1. 7 3 . 0  5 . 0  1. 7 
0\ ( 1 ) ( 1) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) I\) 
�51 0. 7 8 . 3  11 . 9  2. 7 4 . 3  1. 6 3 . 3  12. 6  3 . 8  
( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 1) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) 
U nknown 0 0 0 1 .  7 4 . 3  2. 5 1. 7 4 . 3  2. 5 
( <l ) ( < 1 )  ( � )  ( < l )  
Out of State 1 . 0  1 3 . 7  13 . 7  23. 3  63 . 7  2. 7 24 . 3  77. 3  3 . 2 
( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 7) ( 5) ( 6) ( 3) 
Total 71 . 7  948 . 7  13 . 2  327 . 7  1302. 7 4 . o 399. 3 2251. 3 5 . 6 
aAi r miles. 
0\ 
w 
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Table 3 .  Average wat e r fowl hunter activi t y  i n  relation to distance t raveled t o  hunt 
the Sanganois public waterfowl hunting area, 1981-198 3 .  (%) . 
Blind Builder Non-Bl ind Builder Total 
Di stance 
Traveleda 
No . o f  No . o f  Trips No . o f  No. o f  Trips No. o f  No. o f  Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunte r  Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Tri ps Hunte r  
0-25 �1 . 0  842 . 7  1 0 . 4  269 . 3  1022 . 3  3 . 8  350 . 3  1865 . 0  5 . 3  
( 64 )  ( 66 )  ( 56 )  ( 64 )  ( 58 )  ( 65 )  
26-50 33 . 0  309 . 7  9 . 4  1 05 . 3  31 7 . 3  3 . 0  138 . 3  627 . 0  4 . 5  
( 26 )  ( 24 )  ( 22 )  ( 20 )  ( 23 )  ( 22 )  
�51 1 3 . 3  128 . 4  9 . 7  89 . 7  226 . 0  2 . 5  103 . 0  354 . 4  3 . 4  
( 1 0 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 1 9 )  ( 14 )  ( 1 7 )  ( 1 2 )  
Unknown o . o  0 . 0  o . o  1 3 . 0  1 8 . o  1 .  4 1 3 . 0  18 . o  1 . 4 
( 3 )  ( 1 ) ( 2 )  ( 1 )  
Out o f  State 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  2 . 3  3 . 7  1 . 6  2 . 3  3 . 7  1 . 6  
( < l )  ( <- 1  ) «� - 1  ) ( < 1 )  
Total 1 27 . 3  1280 . 7  1 0 . 1  479 . 6  1587 . 3  3 . 3  606 . 9  2868 . 0  4 . 7  
aAi r miles. 
0\ 
+::-
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Table 4 .  Average waterfowl hunter activity i n  relation to distance traveled to hunt 
the Spring Lake public waterfowl hunting area, 1 981-1 983 . (%) . 
Blind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
�;!�:���a 
No . of No .  of Trips No .  of No . of Trips No . of No. of Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 54. 3 61 6 . 3  1 1 . 3  296 . 3  1 3 01 . 3  4. 4 350 . 7  1 91 7 . 7  5 . 5  
( 98 )  ( 99 )  ( 81 )  ( 92 )  ( 83 )  ( 94 )  
26-50 1 . 0  5 . 7  5 . 7  1 1 . 3  25 . 7  2. 3 1 2 . 3  31 . 3  2. 5 
( 2 )  ( 1 ) ( 3 )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 2 )  
�51 0. 0 0 . 0  0 . 0  3 . 3  4 . o  1 . 3  3 . 3  4. 0 1 . 3  
( 1 ) ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 ) 
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  0. 0 54. o 83 . 0  1 . 5  54. o 83 . 0  1 . 5  
( 1 5 )  ( 6 ) ( 1 3 )  ( 4 )  
Out of State 0 . 0  0 . 0  0. 0 0 . 3  2 . 3  7 . 7  0 . 3  2 . 3  7 . 7  
( < 1 )  ( <:l ) ( <: l ) ( � 1 )  
Total 55 . 3  622 . 0  1 1 . 2  365 . 2  1 41 6 . 3 3 . 9  420 . 6  203 8 . 3  4. 8 
aAir miles . 
0\ 
V1 
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Table 5 .  Average waterfowl hunter activity in relation to dista11�e traveled to hunt 
the Woodford Co . public waterfowl hunting area , 1981-1983 . (% ) . 
Blind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
Distance 
Traveled a 
No .  of No . of Trips No .  of No. of Trips No . of No .  of Trips . 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 49 . 7  745 . 0  1 5 . 0  392 . 3  1 549 . 0  3 . 9  442 . 0  2294 . o  5 . 2  
( 87 )  ( 90 )  ( 8 5 )  ( 89 )  ( 8 5 )  ( 89 )  
26-50 7 . 3  79 . 3  1 0 . 9  56 . 7  172 . 0  3 . 0  64 . o  251 . 3  3 . 9  
( 1 3 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 1 2 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 1 2 )  ( 1 0 )  
�51 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 9 . 7  1 . 8  1 1 . 0  1 9 . 7  1 . 8 
( 2 )  ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 1 )  
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  2 . 3  5 . 0  2 . 2  2 . 3  5 . 0  2 . 2  
( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) 
Out of State 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 . 3  3 . 7  2 . 8  1 . 3  3 . 7  2 . 8  
( < 1 )  ( � l ) (..::: 1 )  ( <:'.'. 1 )  
Total 57 . 0  824 . 3  1 4 . 5  463 . 6  1749 . 4  3 . 8  520 . 6  2573 . 7  4 . 9  
aAir miles . 
O'I 
O'I 
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Table 6 .  Average waterfowl hunter activity in relation to  distance traveled to hunt 
the Batchtown public waterfowl hunting area, 1979-1980 ( 2  year allocation system ) .  (%) . 
�;!�:���a 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Unknown 
Out of State 
Total 
aAir miles . 
Blind Builder Non-Blind Builder Total 
No . of No .  of Trips No . of No. of Trips No . of No .  of Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
93 . 5  1 3 26 . 5  1 4 . 2  290 . 5  1606 . 5  5 . 5  384 . o  2933 . 0  7 . 6  
( 41 )  ( 39 )  ( 29 )  ( 35 )  ( 31 )  ( 37 )  
109 . 0  1667 . 5  1 5 . 3  547 . 0  2333 . 5  4 . 3  656 . 0  4001 . 0  6 . 1  
( 47 )  ( 49 )  ( 54 )  ( 51 ) ( 53 )  ( 50 )  
1 3 . 5  160 . 5  1 1 . 9  96 . 5  306 . 5  3 . 2  1 1 0 . 0  467 . 0  4 . 2  
( 6 )  ( 5 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 7 )  ( 9 )  ( 6 )  
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  4 . 5  4 . 5  1 . 0  4 . 5  4 . 5  1 . 0  
( < l )  ( < l )  (< 1 )  (<:: 1 ) 
1 4 . 0  218 . 5  1 5 . 6  73 . 5  309 . 5  4 . 2  87 . 5  528 . 0  6 . o  
( 6 )  ( 6 )  ( 7 )  ( 7 )  ( 7 )  ( 7 )  
230 . 0  3373 . 0  14 . 7  1012 . 0  4560 . 5  4 . 5  1242 . 0  7933 . 5  6 . 4  
0\ 
--J 
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Table 7 .  Average waterfowl hunter act ivity in relation to distance traveled to hunt 
the Calhoun Point public waterfowl hunting area, 1 979-1980 2 year allocation ) .  {%) . 
Distance 
Traveleda 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Unknown 
Out of State 
Total 
aAir miles . 
Blind Bui lder Non-Blind Builder Total 
No . of No .  of Trips No .  of No . of Trip� No. of No . of Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
76 . 0  781 . 0  1 0.3 181.5 738.5 4. 1 2 57. 5 1519. 5 5.9 
( 78) ( 8 4) ( 74) ( 82)  ( 75) ( 83) 
18.5 1 29.5 7. 0 37. 0  100. 5 2 . 7  55.5 230.0 4 . 1  
( 19) ( 14) ( 1 5) ( 1 1) ( 16) ( 13) 
3.0 20.0 6 . 7  1 3.0 31.5 2 . 4  16. o  51. 5 3.2 
( 3) ( 2) ( 5) ( 4) ( 5) ( 3) 
0. 0 o . o  0.0 5.5 7.0 1 . 3  5.5 7 . 0  1. 3 
( 2) ( < 1 )  ( 1 ) ( .( 1 ) 
0.0 o . o  o.o 9 . 5  2 0.5 2 . 2  9.5 20. 5 2 . 2  
( 4) ( 2)  ( 3) ( 1 ) 
97.5 930.5 9. 5 246. 5 898.0 3. 6 344.o 1828 . 5  5.3 
0\ 
OJ 
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Table 8 .  Average waterfowl hunt e r activity i n relation t o  d i s tance traveled t o  hunt 
the Glades public waterfowl hunting area , 1979-1980 ( 2 year allocation ) .  (%) . 
Distance 
Traveleda 
0-25 
26-50 
�51 
Unknown 
Out of State 
Total 
aAir mile s .  
Blind Builder Non-Blind Bui lder Total 
No . of No . of Trips No .  of No .  of Trips No. of No . of Trips 
Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
53 . 0  875 . 0  16 . 5  218 . 5  874 . 5  4 . o  271 . 5  1749 . 5  6 . 4  
( 60 )  ( 66 )  ( 57 )  ( 55 )  ( 57 )  ( 60 )  
35 . 0  448 . 5  1 2 . 8  i48 . o  682 . 5  4 . 6  183 . 0  1 1 3 1 . 0  6 . 2  
( 40 )  ( 34 )  ( 38 )  ( 42 )  ( 39 )  ( 39 )  
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  6 . 5  1 4 . 5  2 . 2  6 . 5  1 4 . 5  2 . 2  
( 2 )  ( 1 ) ( 1 ) ( 1 ) 
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 . 5  1 . 5  1 . 0  1 . 5  1 . 5  1 . 0  
( < l )  ( "  1 ) ( .( 1 ) (.:.  1 ) 
0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 2 . 0  31 . 5  2 . 6  1 2 . 0  3 1 . 5  2 . 6  
( 3 )  ( 2 ) ( 2 )  ( 1 ) 
88 . o  1 323 . 5  1 5 . 0  386 . 5  1604 . 5  4 . 2  474 . 5  2928 . 0  6 . 2  
Append ix B .  
Tab l e  9 .  Average waterfowl hunter act i v ity I n  rel ation to d f stance travel ed to hunt 
the Godar-D f amond pub l  Jc waterfowl hunt f ng area I n  1 979-1980 (2-year a l l ocation ) . ( %>  • 
--------
B I  J nd Bu I I  der Non-B l fnd  Bu i l der Total  
- ---· 
D i stance No. of No. of !rips No. of No. of !rips No. of No. of !rips 
Travel ed a Hunters Tr ips Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 63.0 1 085 . 5  1 7 . 2  292 . 0  1 440 . 0  4 .9  355 . 0  2525.5 7 . 1  
(64) (73) ( 57) (67) (58) (69) 
26-50 32.5 376 .5 1 1 . 6 1 64 . 0  565.0 3 . 4  1 96 . 5  941 . 5  4 . 8  
°' (33) (25) (32) (26) (32) ( 26) \.0 
� 5 1  2 . 5  1 7 . 0  6 . 8  47 . o  134.5  2.9 49.5 1 51 • 5 3 .  1 
( 2) ( 1 )  ( 9)  (6)  ( 8)  (4)  
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  2 . 0  2 .0  1 . 0 2 .0  2 . 0  1 . 0 
( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( <  1 )  ( < 1 )  
Out of State 1 . 0 8 . 5  8 . 5  8 . 0  22.0 2 .8  9 . 0  30.5 3 . 4  
( 1 )  ( 1 ) ( 1 )  ( 1 ) ( 1 )  ( 1 )  
Total 99.0 1487 . 5  1 5. 0  5 1 3 . 0  2163.5  4 . 2  6 1 2 . 0  3651 . 0 6 . 0  
a A i r  m i l es .  
Append i x  B .  
Tab l e  1 0. Average waterfow l  hunter act i v ity i n  rel at i on to d i stance travel ed to hunt 
the Stump Lake pub l  le waterfow l hunt i ng area I n  1 979-1980 (2-year al l ocatlon) . ( % ) • 
B I  I nd Bu 1 1  der Non-B l Ind Bu i I der Total 
D i stance No. of No. of !rips No. of No. of !rips No. of No. of !rips 
Travel ed a Hunters Tr ips Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter 
0-25 59.5 7 1 2 . 5  1 2 . 0  1 90.5  698.0 3 . 7  250.0 1 4 1 0 . 5  5 . 6  
(44) ( 43)  ( 43) ( 47)  ( 43)  (45)  
26-50 74.5  930. 5  1 2. 5 2 1 4 . 5  703.0 3 . 3  289 . 0  1 633 . 5  5 .7  
-.J ( 55 )  ( 56)  (49) (47)  (50) (52) 
0 
� 5 1  2 . 5  1 0. 5  4 .2  1 5 . 0  27 . 5  1 .8 1 7 . 5  38.0 2.2 
( 1 )  ( 1 )  (3)  ( 2) (3)  ( 1 )  
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  o . o  0 . 0  o . o  o . o  o . o  o . o  o . o  
Out of State 0 . 0  0 . 0  o . o  20 . 0  53 . 5  2 . 7  20. 0  53 . 5  2 . 7  
( 5 )  ( 4) (3)  (2 )  
Tota l  1 36 . 5  1 653 . 5  1 2 .  1 440 . 0  1482.0  3 . 4  576.5 3 1 35 . 5  5 . 4  
a A l  r m 1 1  es. 
Append i x  B. 
Tab l e  1 1 .  Average waterfow l  hunter act i v ity I n  rel at i on to d i stance travel ed to hunt 
the Batchtown pub l  tcwaterfowl hunt i ng area I n  1 981-1983 (3-year al l ocation) . ( % ) • 
B I  t nd Bu t I der Non-Bl I nd Bu i l der Total  
D i stance No. of No. of Iclps No. of No. of Iclps No. of No. of Iclps 
Travel ed a Hunters Tr ips Hunter Hunters Tr tps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter 
0-25 82 . 0  1 1 72.  7 1 4 . 3  276.3 1 3 1 0.0 4 .7  358.3 2482 . 7  6 . 9  
(39) ( 46) (43) (46) (42) (46) 
26-50 1 09 . 3  1 1 97 . 0 1 1 • 0 27 1 . 0  1 1 94. 0 4.4  380 . 3  2391 . o  6.3 
-.,J (52) ( 46)  (42) (42) (45) (44) � 
L. 5 1  7 . 0  59.0 8 . 4  50.3 1 99 . 0  4 . 0  57 .3 258 . 0  4 .5  
( 3 )  ( 2) ( 8 )  ( 7 )  ( 7 )  ( 5 )  
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  0 . 0  1 .  7 1 .  7 1 . 0 1 .  7 1 .  7 1 . 0  
( <  1 )  ( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  
Out of State 1 3 . 3  1 47 . 7  1 1  • 1 43 . 0  1 47 .  0 3 . 4  56 . 3  294 .7 5.2 
( 6)  ( 6)  (7)  ( 5) (6) ( 5 )  
Tota l 21 1 . 6 2576.4 1 2 . 2  642.3 2851 . 7  4 . 4  853.9 5428. 1 6 . 4  
a A t  r m 1 1  es. 
Append i x  B.  
Tab l e  1 2 .  Average waterfow l hunter act i v i ty I n  rel ation to d i stance travel ed to hunt 
the Cal houn Point pub l  J c  waterfow l hunting area J n  1 98 1 - 1 983 (3-year a l  l ocation ) . <%> . 
B I  f nd Bu f l  der Non-B l I nd Bu f I der Total 
D i stance No. of No. of Ir::lps No. of No. of Ir::lps No. of No. of Ir::lps 
Trave l ed a Hunters Tr f ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter 
0-25 75 .7  825. 3  1 o. 9  224 . 0  864. 0  3 . 9  299.7 1689.3 5 .6  
(84) ( 90) (8 1 ) ( 86 )  (82) (88) 
26-50 1 1 .  0 73.0  6 .6  25 . 3  76.0 3 . 0  36.3 1 49 . 0  4 .  1 
--J ( 1 2) ( 8 )  ( 9) (8 )  ( 1 0 )  ( 8 )  I\) 
L 5 1  2 .0  1 3 . 7  6 . 9  1 3 . 7  3 1 .  7 2 .3  1 5 . 7  45 . 3  2.9 
( 2) ( 1 )  ( 5 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 2) 
Unknown o . o  0 . 0  0 . 0  3 . 7  6 . 0  1 .6 3 . 7  6 . 0  1 . 6  
( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( < 1 )  
Out of State 1 . 3 3 . 7  2.8 8 . 3  24 . 0  2 .9  9 . 6  27 . 7  2.9 
( 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( 3 )  (2)  (3 )  ( 1 )  
Total 90.0 9 1 5 . 7  1 0. 2  275.0  1 001 . 7 3 . 6  365 . 0  1 9 1 7  . 3  5 . 3  
a A f r  m f l es. 
Append i x  B. 
Tab l e  1 3 .  Average waterfow l hunter act i v ity I n  re l at i on to d i stance trave l ed to hunt 
the Gl ades publ  l e  waterfow l hunt i ng area I n  1981 - 1 983 <3-year a l  l ocation ) .  ( % ) • 
B I  I nd Bu I I der Non-Bl I nd B u i  I der Total 
D i stance No. of No. of I[lps No. of No. of I[lps No. of No. of I[lps 
Trave l ed a Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr ips Hunter 
0-25 55.3 807 . 0  1 4 . 6  168.3 653.7 3 . 9  223 . 6  1 460. 7 6 . 5  
(63) (69) (6 1 )  (63) (61 ) (66) 
26-50 3 1 . 3 351 . 0  1 1 . 2 90. 7  332.7 3 . 7  1 22.0  683 . 7  5 . 6  
-..J (35) (30) (33) (32) (33) (3 1 ) VJ 
2 51  o.o  0.0  o.o  7 . 0  20.3 2.5  7 . 0  20 . 3  2 . 5  
(3)  (2)  ( 2) ( 1 )  
Unknown 0 . 0  0 . 0  o . o  2 .0  2 .3  1 . 2 2 .0  2 .3  1 .2 
( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( < 1 ) ( <  1 )  
Out of State 1 .  7 9 . 3  5 .5  9 . 7  29.3 3 . 0  1 1 . 4 38 . 6  3 . 4  
( 2) ( < 1 )  ( 3 )  ( 3 )  ( 3 )  ( 2) 
Total 88 .3 1 1 67 .  3 1 3 . 2  277 .7 1 038 .3 3 . 7  366 . 0  2205. 6  6 . 0  
a A l  r m l  I es. 
Append i x  B. 
Tab l e  1 4 .  Average waterfow l hunter act i v ity I n  rel ation to d i stance travel ed to hunt the 
Godar-D i amond pub l  le waterfow l hunt ing area I n  1 981-1 983 (3-year al l ocat ion ) .  < % > .  
BI  I nd Bu 1 1  der Non-B l I nd Bu i l der Total 
D i stance No. of No. of Ir: I '2S No. of No. of Ir:i'2S. No. of No. of Ic lps 
Traveled a Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter 
-
0-25 57 . 3  1 003.3 1 7 . 5  288 . 7  1 503.3 5.2 346 . 0  2506 . 7  7 . 2  
( 57)  ( 7 1 )  ( 57) (66) ( 57)  (68) 
26-50 39.0 374 . 7  9 . 6  1 74 . 0  657 . 7  3 . 8  2 1 3 . 0  1 032.3 4 . 8  
--.;] (39) ( 26) (34) (29) (35) (28) +:-
2 5 1  3 . 3  36 . 0  1 0 . 9  36.7 97 . 7  2 . 7  40 . 0  1 33 . 7  3 . 3  
( 3 )  (2)  ( 7 )  (4)  (7)  (4)  
Unknown 0 . 0  o . o  o . o  1 . 0 1 . 0 1 . 0 1 . 0  1 . 0 1 . 0 
( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( < 1 ) 
Out of State 0 . 7  4 . 7  6 . 7  9 . 0  24.3 2 .7  9.7  29. 0  3 . 0  
( < 1 )  ( < 1 )  (2 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( < 1 )  
Total 1 00.3 1 4 1 8 . 7  1 4 . 7  509.4 2284 . 0  4 .5  609. 7 3702. 7  6 .  1 
a A l  r m I I  es. 
Append i x  B. 
Tab l e  1 5 .  Average waterfow l hunter act i v ity J n  rel at ion to d i stance trav e l ed to the 
Stump Lake publ  le waterfow l hunt i ng area J n  1 98 1 - 1 983 (3-year a l l ocation ) .  ( % ) • 
B I  I n d  Bu I I  der Non-Bl I nd  Bu i l der Tota l  
D i stance No. of No. of I[lps No. of No. of ![fps No. of No. of I[lps 
Travel ed a Hunters Tr ips Hunter Hunters Tr i ps Hunter Hunters Trips Hunter 
0-25 66.0 830.3 1 2 . 6  1 92.3  785 . 0  4.  1 258. 3  1 6 1 5 . 3  6 . 3  
(43) (47)  ( 46) ( 5 1 ) (45) (49) 
26-50 77.7  875.3 1 1 .  3 1 96 . 3  699.3 3 . 6  274 . 0  1 574.  5 5 . 7  
-..J 
\J1 ( 5 1 ) (50) ( 47)  (45) (48) (48) 
� 5 1  1 .  7 4 . 0  2 .4  9 . 0  1 5 .  7 1 .  7 1 o . 7  1 9 . 7  1 . 8 
( 1 )  ( < 1 )  ( 2) ( 1 )  ( 2) ( < 1 ) 
Unknown o . o  o . o  o . o  o . o  0 . 0  0 . 0  o . o  o . o  0 . 0  
Out of State 7 . 3  39 . 3  5 . 4  1 9 . 7  54.0 2 . 7  27 . o  93.3 3 . 5  
(5 )  (2 )  (5 )  ( 3 )  ( 5 )  ( 3 )  
Total  1 52.7  1 748 . 9  1 1 . 5  4 1 7  . 3  1 554 . 0  3 .7  570. 0  3302 . 9  5 . 8  
a A l  r m J I  es. 
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Table 1 .  Common and scientific names o f  waterfowl 
species covered in this report . 
Common Name 
Mallard 
American black duck 
Gadwal l  
American wigeon 
Northern pintail 
Green-winged teal 
Blue-winged tea l 
Northern shove ler 
Redhead 
Ring-necked duck 
Greater scaup 
Lesser scaup 
Canvasback 
Wood duck 
Bufflehead 
Ruddy duck 
Common goldeneye 
Hooded merganser 
Red-breasted merganser 
Common merganser 
Canada goose 
Snow goose 
76 
Scientific Name 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Anas rubripe s 
Anas strepera 
Anas americana 
Anas acuta 
Anas crecca 
Anas discors 
Anas clypeata 
Aythya americana 
Aythya collaris 
Aythya marila 
Aythya aff inis 
Aythya va lisineria 
Aix sponsa 
Bucephala albeola 
Oxyura jamaicensis 
Bucephala clangula 
Lophodytes cucullatus 
Mergus serrator 
Mergus merganser 
Branta canadensis 
Chen caerulescens 
Appendi x  C. 
Table 2. Species COllposltlon of the waterfow l  harvest at the Anderson Lake 
public hunting area, 1981-1983. 
1981 
Waterfowl 
1982 1983 Average 
Species Tota l J Total J Total J Toh I J 
Mal I ard drake 2:51 25.8 341 29.4 345 Tl.2 305.7 Tl.6 
Mal I ard hen 142 1 5 . 9  180 15.5 220 1 7  .3 180.7 1 6 . 3  
Mal l ard (unk. sex) 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 o.o o.o 
Alnerlcan b l ack duck 1 1  1 . 2  1 3  I .  I 1 0  0.8 1 1 .3 1 . 0  
Gadwal I 4 0 . 4  6 0.5 1 4  I.  I 8.0 0.7 
American w i geon 1 3  1 .5 5 0.4 27 2 . 1  1 5 . 0  1 . 3  
Northern p I nta 1 1  8 0.9 8 0.7 16 1 . 3  10.7 1 . 0  
Green-winged teal 1 4  1 .6 1 4  1 .2 20 1 .6 16.0 1 .4 
Bl ue-winged teal 0 0.0 2 0.2 21 1 . 6  7.7 0.7 
Northern shoveler 5 0 . 5  I I  0.9 19 1 . 5  1 1 .  7 I .  I 
Redhead 21 2.3 36 3 . 1  1 8  1 . 4  25.0 2.3 
R ing-necked duck " 6 . 1  5 1  4 . 4  38 3.0 48.0 4.3 
Scaup sp. 188 2 1 . 0  282 24.3 229 18.0 233.0 21.0 
Canvesback 24 2.7 29 2.5 56 4 . 4  36.3 3 . 3  
Wood duck 95 10.6 83 7 . 1  123 9.7 100.3 9 . 0  
Butf1 eheed 23 2.6 40 3 . 4  20 1 .6 27. 7 2 . 5  
Ruddy duck 3 0.3 17 1 . 5  32 2.5 1 7  . 3  1 . 6  
CQnuno n  goldeneye 23 2.6 1 2  1 .0 9 0. 7 14.7 1 . 3  
Merganser sp. 1 2  1 .3 1 0  0.9 10 0.8 10.7 1 .0 
Coot 1 0  I .  I 1 4  1 . 2  3 6  2 . 8  20.0 1 .8 
Goose sp. 8 0.9 3 0.3 6 0.5 5.7 0.5 
Unknown 6 0.7 4 0.3 tr. a 3.7 0.3 
Total 896 100.0 1 1 6 1  99.9 1270 99.9 1 1 09.0 100.0 
j Dabb l i ng ducks 58.4 57 .o 64.2 60.1 
J Diving ducks 38.9 4 1 .  I 32.4 37.3 
a Trac•. 
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Table 3 .  Species COftlposltlon of the waterfowl harvest at the Batchtown publlc hunting area, 
1979-1983. 
1979 1980 
Waterfowl 
Species Total J Total 
Mal lard drake 
Mal lard hen 
Mel lard Cunk. sexl 
American black duck 
Gadwal I 
Mierlcan w i geon 
North.ern p I nta 1 1  
Green-w inged teal 
Bl ue-winged teal 
Northern shoveler 
Redhead 
Ring-necked duck 
Scaup sp. 
Canves�ack 
Woad duck 
Buf f I •head 
Ruddy duck 
Common goldeneye 
Merganser sp. 
Coot 
Goose sp. 
Unknown 
1830 27.3 
1354 20.2 
0 0.0 
17 0.2 
212 3 . 2  
1 7 1  2.5 
8'1 12. 7 
293 4.4 
501 7 . 5  
2 1 7  3.2 
0 o.o 
241 3.6 
'54 8.3 
0 o.o 
185 2.8 
36 o.s 
97 1 .4 
6 0 . 1  
20 0.3 
83 1 . 2  
35 o . s  
2 tr. • 
2490 
1728 
0 
3 1  
105 
145 
213 
78 
1 7  
1 6  
1 1 2  
382 
408 
0 
DI 
39 
40 
1 3  
20 
48 
2S 
7 
4 1 . 2  
28.6 
o.o 
0.5 
I .  7 
2.4 
3 . 5  
1 . 3  
0.3 
0.3 
1.9 
6.3 
6.7 
0.0 
2.2 
0.6 
0.7 
0 . 2  
0.3 
0.8 
0.4 
0 . 1  
1 981 1982 
Toto I J Total 
1658 35.4 
977 20.8 
tr. a 
1 9  0.4 
42 0.9 
83 1 . 8  
417 8.9 
89 1 . 9  
183 3.9 
26 0.6 
68 1 . 4  
325 6.9 
536 1 1 .4 
0 o.o 
1 18 2 . 5  
26 0.6 
37 0.8 
s 0. 1 
6 0 . 1  
1 6  0.3 
54 1 . 2  
tr, 11 
510 
'54 
0 
9 
74 
36 
143 
95 
142 
40 
35 
64 
253 
0 
81 
1 2  
1 1  
2 
7 
3 1  
6 
0 
26.7 
18.6 
o.o 
o.s 
3.9 
1 . 9  
7 . 5  
5 . 0  
7 . 5  
2 . 1  
1 . 8  
3.4 
ll.3 
o . o  
4 . 3  
0.6 
0 . 5  
0 . 1  
0 . 4  
1 . 6  
0.3 
0.0 
1983 Average 
Total Total 
2293 33.8 1756.2 33.6 
1332 19.6 1 1 49.0 22.0 
O 0.0 0.2 tr. a 
24 0.3 20.0 0.4 
113 1 . 7  109.2 2 . 1  
109 1 . 6  108.8 2 . 1  
791 1 1 .7 483.0 9 . 2  
164 2.4 143.8 2.8 
386 5 . 7  245.8 4.7 
1 1 7  1 . 7  83.2 1 . 6  
89 1 . 3  60.8 1 . 2  
248 3.7 252.0 4.8 
468 6.g 443.8 8 . 5  
66 1 . 0  1 3 . 2  0 . 2  
368 5.4 176.6 3 . 4  
26 0.4 27 .8 0 . 5  
1 9  0.3 
1 0 . 1  
30 0.4 
103 t . '  
Tl 0.4 
3 tr. a 
40.8 0.8 
6.6 0 . 1  
16.6 0.3 
56.2 1 . 1  
29.4 0.5 
2.6 tr. a 
Total 6705 99.9 6048 100.0 4687 99.9 1905 100.0 6783 99.9 5225.6 99.9 
J Dabbling ducks 
J D i v  Ing ducks 
a Trace. 
84.0 
14.2 
82.0 
16.7 
7 7 . 1  
2 1 . 3  
78 
78.0 
20.1 
83.9 
1 4 .  I 
8 1 . 9  
1 6 . 4  
Append ix C. 
Tebl • 4 .  Spec I es c011pos It I on of th• wet•rfowl harvest at th• Calhoun Point publ le hunting ar•e, 
1979-1983. 
1979 1980 1981 1982 198} Av•rag• 
Waterfowl 
Spk les Total s Tota l s Total s Total s Total s Total s 
Mall ard drak• 1 43 10.4 120 18.} 201 16.0 162 1:5. 9 400 27 .5 205.2 17 . 4  
Mal I ard hen 1:53 9.7 84 12.8 149 1 1 . 9  96 8.2 226 1 5 . 5  1:57 . 6  1 1 .6 
Mal lard (unk. sex) 0 0.0 0 o . o  4 0.3 5 0.4 7 0 . 5  3.2 0.3 
Alnerlcan b l ack duck 4 0.3 5 0.8 7 0.5 5 0.4 5 0.} 5.2 0.4 
Gad'wal I 1:57 10.0 28 4 . 3  52 4 . 1  29 2 . 5  80 5 . 5  65.2 5 . 5  
Mlerlcan wig.on 140 10.2 1 9  2.9 67 5.3 37 3.2 45 3 . 1  6 1 . 6  5.2 
Northern plntal I 1 0  0 . 7  5 o .8 2 0 . 2  6 0 . 5  1:5 0.9 7 . 2  0 . 6  
Gre•n-wlnged teal 1 0  0.7 16 2.4 30 2.4 9 o.8 21 1 . 4  1 7 . 2  1 . 5  
Bl ue-winged teal 5 0.4 2 0.3 0 0.0 2 0.2 9 0.6 3.6 0.3 
Northern shov•ler 9 0 . 7  3 0.4 2 0.2 2 0.2 7 0.5 4.6 0.4 
Redhead 3 0 . 2  7 1 . 1 6 0.5 1 0 . 1  0 0.0 3 . 4  0 . 3  
Ring-necked duck 22 1 .6 8 1 .2 9 0.7 1:5 1 . 1  30 2 . 1  16.4 1 . 4  
Scaup sp. 58 4.2 23 3 . 5  27 2 . 1  48 4 . 1  36 2 . 5  38.4 3 . 3  
Canvasback 6 0.4 0 . 1  0 . 1  0 o.o 10 0.7 3.6 0.3 
Wood duck 664 48.4 322 49.0 687 54.7 725 62.3 550 37 .8 589 .6 49.9 
Buff l •head 7 0.5 0 . 1  0 o.o 0.2 tr • • 2.2 0.2 
Ruddy duck 1 0 . 1  2 0.3 0 0.0 4 0.3 1 tr. • 1 . 6  0 . 1  
CaNnon gol d•n•y• 2 0 . 1  0 o.o 0.1 2 0.2 0 0.0 1 .0 0 . 1  
Merganser sp. 14 1 .0 7 1 .  1 8 0.6 16 1 . 4  1 1  0 . 8  1 1 .2 0.9 
Coot 1 0 . 1  0 o . o  0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0.2 tr. a 
Goose sp. 3 0.2 4 0.6 3 0.2 0 0.0 2 0 . 1  2.4 0.2 
Unknown 0.1 0 0.0 0 . 1  0 0.0 tr. • 0.6 tr. a 
-- ---
-- ---
Total nn 100.0 657 100.0 1257 100.0 1164 100.0 1455 99.8 1 1 8 1 . 2  99.9 
S Oabbl Ing ducks 91 .5 92.0 95.6 92.6 93.6 93.1 
S Diving ducks 8 . 1  7 . 4  4 . 1  7.39 6 . 1  6.6 
• Trac•. 
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Table 5 .  Species eo11posltlon of the waterfowl harvest at the G l ades publ l e  hunting area, 
1979-1983. 
1979 1980 
Waterf<>w I 
Spec les Total j Tota l 
Mallard drake 
Mallard hen 
Mallard (unk. sex> 
.a.merlcan b l ack duck 
Gadwal I 
>.mer I can w I geon 
Northern p I nta I I  
Green-winged teal 
Bl u.-w lnged teal 
Northern shovel er 
Redhead 
Ring-necked duck 
Scaup sp. 
Canves.beck 
Wood Cluck 
Bufflehead 
Ruddy duck 
Caninon goldeneye 
Merganser sp. 
Coot 
Goose sp. 
Unknown 
5 1 8  27.3 
351 18.5 
0 0.0 
7 0.4 
71 3.7 
55 2.9 
41 2 . 1  
1 1 3  6 . 0  
6 1  3.2 
24 1 . 3  
3 0 . 1  
1 0  0.5 
25 1 . 3  
7 0.4 
579 30.5 
I 0 . 1  
1 0  0 . .5 
I 0 . 1  
7 0.4 
4 0.2 
10 0.5 
0 0.0 
464 
3 1 6  
0 
1 1  
35 
34 
24 
.55 
23 
1 2  
3 
33 
18 
1 3  
721 
0 
3 
1 8  
7 
10 
0 
25.8 
1 7 . 5  
o.o 
0.6 
1 .9 
1 . 9  
1 . 3  
3 . 1  
1 .3 
0 . 7  
0 . 2  
1 . 8  
1 . 0 
0.7 
40.0 
o.o 
0.2 
0 . 1  
1 .0 
0.4 
0 . 5  
o.o 
1981 1982 
Total j Total  
285 23.6 
194 16.0 
0 0.0 
3 0.2 
3 1  2.6 
1 5  1 .2 
1 9  1 . 6  
44 3.15 
2 0.2 
3 0.2 
3 0.2 
1 1  0.9 
1 4  1 . 2  
1 0 . 1  
555 45.9 
0 0.0 
0 0 . 0  
0 0.0 
.5 0.4 
2 0.2 
20 1 . 7 
2 0.2 
247 
181 
0 
3 
59 
40 
1 1  
5 1  
1 6  
I I  
3 
1 3  
8 
0 
433 
I 
3 
1 0  
4 1  
1 0  
0 
21 . 6  
15.8 
0.0 
0.2 
5 . 1  
3 . .5 
1 .0 
4 . .5 
1 . 4  
1 . 0  
0.3 
I .  I 
0 . 7  
o.o 
37.9 
0 . 1  
0.3 
0 . 1  
0.9 
3.6 
0.9 
o.o 
1983 
Total 
489 32.6 
342 22.8 
0 o . o  
1 2  0.8 
60 4.0 
33 2.2 
57 3.8 
57 3 . 8  
1 3  0 . 9  
1 3  0 . 9  
2 0 . 1  
39 2.15 
45 3.0 
1 4  0 . 9  
287 1 9 . 1  
2 0 . 1  
3 0.2 
2 0 . 1  
1 6  I .  I 
0.1 
1 2  0 . 8  
0 o.o 
Average 
Total 
400.6 26 . .5 
276.8 18.3 
0.0 0.0 
7.2 0.5 
5 1 . 2  3 . 4  
3.5.4 2.3 
30.4 2.0 
154.0 4.2 
23.0 1 . .5  
12.6 0.8 
2.8 0.2 
2 1 . 2  1 . 4  
22.0 1 . 5  
7 . 0  0.5 
5 1 ' . 0  34. I 
0.8 0.1 
3.8 0.3 
1 . 0  0 . 1  
1 1 . 2  0.7 
1 1 .0 0.7 
12.4 0.8 
0.4 tr. • 
Tote I 1898 100.0 1801 100.0 1209 100.0 1 142 100.0 1499 99.9 1.509.8 99.9 
j Debbi Ing ducks 
j D i v i ng ducks 
8 Trace. 
9.5.9 
3 . 4  
9 4 . 1  
5 . 0  
95. I 
2.8 
8 0  
92.0 
3 . 5  
90.9 
8.1 
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Tabl• 6. Species co..posltlon of the •aterf ow l  harvest at the Goder-Ol11111ond publ l c  hunting area, 
1979- 198}. 
1 979 1980 
Water fow I 
Spec 1es Total j Total 
Mallard drake 
Mel lard hen 
M a l l ard <unk. sex> 
Mlerlcan black duck 
Gad•el 1 
Mlerlcan w i geon 
Northern p I nta 1 1  
Green-wi nged tear 
er ue-,. lnged teal 
Northern shoveler 
Redhead 
Ri ng-necked duck 
Scaup sp. 
Canvasback 
Wood duck 
Buf f l  •head 
Ruddy duck 
Canmon goldeneye 
Merganser sp. 
Coot 
Goose sp. 
Unknown 
1 0 1 0  3 1 . 3  
621 1 9 . 2  
0 0 . 0  
1 7  0 . 5  
167 5 . 2  
134 4.2 
79 2.4 
181 .5.6 
94 2.9 
:so 0.9 
19 0.6 
57 1 . 8  
79 2.4 
1 5  0.5 
671 20.8 
1 0  o.:s 
4 0 . 1  
5 0.2 
1 6  0 . 5  
4 0 . 1  
1 5  0 . 5  
0 0.0 
879 
532 
1 1  
69 
74 
35 
66 
7 
1 9  
1 2  
9 1  
3:S.4 
20.2 
tr. a 
0 . 4  
2.6 
2.8 
l . :S  
2.5 
o.:s 
0.7 
0.5 
3 • .5 
104 4 . 0  
:S I  1 .2 
602 22.9 
6 0.2 
18 
:s 
1 6  
3 7  
1 7  
0 
o. 7 
0.1 
0.6 
1 . 4 
0.6 
0.0 
1981 1982 
Total j Tota l 
749 28.6 
478 18.2 
0 0.0 
12 0.4 
1 18 4 . .5 
69 2.6 
.54 2 . 1  
67 2.5 
10 0.4 
1 9  o. 7 
20 0.8 
.54 2 . 1  
1 1 7  4 . .5 
:Sl 1 . 2  
743 28.:S 
2 0 . 1  
tr. • 
4 0 . 2  
16 0.6 
1 9  0.7 
29 1 . 1  
8 o.:s 
629 
398 
7 
1 0  
1 7 1  
.59 
s:s 
68 
27 
37 
4 
:S 9  
25.5 
16.1 
o.:s 
0.4 
6.9 
2.4 
2.2 
2.8 
1 . 4  
1 ..5 
0 . 2  
1 . 6  
169 6.9 
21 0.9 
728 29 . .5 
:s 0 . 1  
9 0.4 
tr. a 
1 3  0 . 5  
1 0  0 . 4  
6 0 . 2  
2 0. 1 
1983 
Total 
1393 :S 1 . 4  
86.5 1 9  • .5 
0 0 . 0  
1 1  0.2 
271 6 . 1  
12.5 2.8 
169 :S . 8  
188 4 . 2  
68 1 • .5 
87 2.0 
12 o.:s 
1 1:5 2.5 
Average 
Tota l 
932.0 :so.:s 
578.8 18.8 
0.6 0 . 1  
1 2 . 2  0.4 
159.2 5 . 2  
92.2 :s.o 
78.0 2.5 
1 1 4 . 0  :s .  7 
4 1 . 2  1 . :S  
:S8.4 1 . 2  
13.4 0.4 
70.8 2.:S 
1 19 2.7 1 17 . 6  :S . 8  
21 0.5 2:S.8 0.8 
786 1 7 . 7  706.0 22.9 
2 tr. • 4.8 0 . 2  
1 4  0.3 
4 0 . 1  
44 1 .0 
132 3 . 0  
1 2  o.:s 
4 0 . 1  
9 . 2  o.:s 
:S . 4  0 . 1  
2 1 . 0  0.7 
40.4 1 . 3  
1 5 . 8  0 . 5  
2 . 8  0 . 1  
Tote I 3228 1 00.0 2630 99.9 2620 99.9 2464 100.0 4441 100.0 3076.6 99.9 
S Oabb l Ing ducks 
j O l v  Ing ducks 
• Trece. 
9:S.O 
6.4 
87 . 1  
10.8 
88.:S 
9.5 
8 1  
88.7 
10.6 
89.2 
7 . 4  
89.4 
8.6 
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Table 7. S1>9c l11 c011pos ltlon of the waterfowl harvest at the Horseshoe Lake 
public hunting aree, 1981-1983. 
1981 1982 1983 Average 
Waterfow I 
Species Total s Total s Tote I s Total s 
Mal I ard drake 93 8.0 208 1 .5 . 0  244 10.4 1 8 1 .  7 1 1 .  1 
Mal lard hen 62 5.3 1n 1 2  • .5 213 9 . 1  149.3 9 . 1  
Mal I erd <unk. sex> 80 6.9 42 3.0 19 0.8 47.0 2.9 
American bleck duck 0.1 2 0 . 1  1 1  0 . .5 4.7 0.3 
Gadwal I 48 4 . 1  48 3 . 5  80 3.4 .58.7 3.6 
"'"•r lcen w I geon 38 3.3 19 1 .4 22 0.9 26.3 1 .6 
Northern pintail 20 1 .  7 32 2.3 32 1.4 28.0 1 . 7  
Greert-wlnged teel 98 8.4 84 6 . 1  92 3.9 9 1 . 3  5.6 
Bl ue-winged teal 46 4.0 68 4.9 224 9 • .5 112.  7 6.9 
Northern shoveler 21 1 . 8  52 3.7 8.5 3.6 52.7 3 . 2  
Redhead 38 3.3 19 1 .4 83 3 • .5 46.7 2.9 
R ing-necked duck 66 .5 .  7 61 4.4 174 7.4 100.3 6 . 1  
Sceup sp. 154 13.3 232 16.7 292 12.4 226.0 13.8 
Canvasback 40 3 • .5 29 2.1  80 3.4 49.7 3 . 1  
Wood duck 106 9.1  47 3.4 132 5.6 95.0 5.8 
Buffl ehead 29 2.5 9 0.6 64 2.7 34.0 2.1 
Ruddy duck 128 1 1 .0 147 10.6 38.5 16.4 220.0 13 • .5 
Conunon gol deneye 1 2  1 .0 1 7  1 . 2  1 2  0 • .5 13. 7 0.8 
Merganser sp. 24 2, 1 18 t .l 60 2 • .5 34.0 2 . 1  
Coot 4.5 3.9 63 4 • .5 30 1 .3 46.0 2.8 
Goose sp. 1 2  1 .0 13 1.0 17 0. 7 14.3 0.9 
Unknown 0 o.o 4 0.3 2 0 . 1  2. 0  0 . 1  
Total 1 1 6 1  100.0 1388 100.0 23.53 100.0 1634.0 100.0 
S Oabbl Ing ducks 52.7 .55.9 49.1  .51.8 
S Diving ducks 42.4 38.3 48.8 44.4 
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Tebl• 8. Species C0111posltlon of th• waterfowl harvest at the Marshel l County 
public hunting area, 1981-198.3. 
1981 1982 198.3 Avereg• 
Weterfow I 
Spec les Total s Total s Tota l  s Total s 
Mel lard drake 364 .37.4 428 .34.2 63.3 32.8 47,.0 .34 .3 
Mol I ard hen 2 1 1  21. 7 290 23.2 •06 2 1 . 0  302.3 21.8 
Mal l ard (unk. sex> 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o . o  o.o 0.0 
Alnerlcen b l ack duck 21 2.2 21 I .  7 40 2 . 1  27.J 2.0 
GadYal I 1 1  1 .  1 22 1 .  7 34 1 . 8  22.J 1 . 6  
Nilerlcan w i geon 8 0.8 32 2., 26 1 . 3 22.0 1 .6 
Northern p I nta 1 1  7 o .  7 1 4  1 . 2  1 9  1 . 0  IJ.3 0.9 
Green-winged teal 1 0  1 . 0  58 4 . 6  6 1  3 . 2  43.0 J . 1  
B l  ue-w I nged tea I 0 0 . 0  29 2.J 21 1 .  l 16.7 1 . 2  
Northern shoveler 4 0.4 20 1 .6 1 8  0.9 1 4 . 0  1 . 0  
Redhead 7 0.7 6 o . ,  40 2 . 1  17.7 1 . J  
R I  ng-necked duck 1 2  1 . 2  1 9  1 .5 39 2.0 23.3 1 .  7 
Scoup sp. I l J  1 1 .6 129 1 0 . 3  168 8.7 136. 7 9 . 9  
Convasbeck 6 0.6 6 0.5 J I  1 . 6  1 4 . J  1 . 0  
Wood duck 1 5 1  1 5 . 5  1 2 1  9.7 326 16.9 199.3 14.4 
But f l  ehead 1 2  1 .2 22 1 .8 20 1 .0 18.0 1 .3 
Ruddy duck 0 . 1  1 0 . 1  5 0.3 2.3 0.2 
Co.Nnon goldeneye 5 0.5 9 0.7 J 0.2 5.7 0.4 
Merganser sp. 14 1 . (  1 8  1 . 4  l1 1 . 6  2 1 . 0  1 . 5  
Coot 2 0.2 7 0.5 2 0 . 1  3 . 7  0.3 
Goose sp. 13 1 . 3  0 o.o 4 0.2 5.7 0 . 4  
Unknown 0 . 1  0 o.o 3 0. 1  1 . J  0 . 1  
Total 97.3 99.7 1251 100.0 1930 100.0 1.385.0 100.0 
S Dabbl ing ducks 80.8 82.7 82.1 8 1 . 9  
S Diving ducks 1 7 . 3  16.8 17.5 17.J 
8 3  
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Table 9. Species composition of the waterfowl harvest at the Sengenol s  
publ l e  hunting area, 1981-1983. 
1981 1982 1983 Average Waterfowl 
Species Total s Total s Total s Total s 
Mallard drake 0 o.o 0 o.o 1 1  o.:s }. 7 0 . 1  
Mel lard hen 0 o.o 0 o.o 2 tr. a 0 . 7  tr. a 
Mallard (unk. sex> 18}5 6.l.6 1502 59.0 2411 60.7 1916.0 6 1 . 1  
American black duck 16 0.6 D 0.5 1 5  0.4 "· 7 0.5 
Ga<!wal 1 30 1 .0 65 2.6 21 0.5 }8.7 1 . 2  
Mier lean w lgeon 132 4.6 122 4.8 63 1 . 6  105.7 3.4 
Northern pintail  43 1 . 5  24 0 . 9  54 1 . 4  40.3 1 .3 
Graen-winged teal 1 1 1  3.8 61 2.4 82 2 . 1  84.7 2.7 
Bl ue-winged teal 1 8  0.6 54 2 . 1  94 2.4 55.:S 1 .8 
Northern shoveler 22 0.8 16 0.6 4 1  1 . 0  26.:S 0.8 
Redhead 1 3  0.4 10 0.4 9 0.2 10.7 0.3 
R ing-necked duck 1 5  0.5 27 I .  I 23 0.6 2 1 .  7 0.7 
Scaup sp. 67 2 • .l 57 2 . 2  81 2.0 68.3 2.2 
Canvasback 6 0.2 7 o.:s 12 O • .l 8.3 0.3 
Wood duck 522 1 8 . 1  548 2 1 . 5  99.l 25.0 687. 7 21.9 
Buf f leheed 1 4  0.5 12 0.5 :S9 1 .0 2 1 .  7 0.7 
Ruddy duck 3 0 . 1  4 0.2 :s 0 . 1  }.} 0 . 1  
Conmon gold•n•ye 1 0  O • .l 6 0 . 2  9 0.2 8.3 o.:s 
Mergonser sp.  1 2  0 . 4  1 5  0.6 6 0.1 1 1 .0 0 . 4  
Coot I I  0.4 tr. e tr. e 4.:S 0 . 1  
Goose sp. 5 0.2 I tr. a tr. II 2.:S 0 . 1  
Unknown tr. a 0 o.o 0 0.0 o.:s tr. a 
Total 2886 99.9 2545 99.9 }971 99.9 3134.0 100.0 
S Oabb l lng ducks 94.6 94.4 95.4 94.8 
S Diving ducks 4.7 5 . 5  4 . 5  5.0 
a Troce. 
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Table 10. Species co.position of th• waterfowl harvest at the Spring Lake 
publlc hunting area, 1981-198.5. 
1981 1982 1983 Average 
Waterfowl 
Species Total s Total s Tota l s Total s 
Mal I ard drake .506 2 1 . l  4 1 7  29.4 4 1 2  25.4 :n8.J 25.2 
Mol lard hen 200 13.9 284 20.0 267 1 6 . 5  250.l 16.8 
Mal lard (unk. sex> 0 0 . 0  0 0.0 0 0. 0  o.o 0.0 
American black duck 9 0.6 10 0.7 9 0.5 9.l 0.6 
Gadwal I 140 9 . 7  4.5 3 . 0  8.5 5 . 1  88.7 5.9 
.Al!lerlcan w i geon 185 12.9 175 12.4 67 4 . 1  142.l 9.5 
Northern plntall 28 1 . 9  .58 2.7 53 3 . 3  l9.7 2.7 
Green-w inged teal I 1 2  7.8 95 6.7 23 1 . 4  76.7 5 . 1  
Bl ue-winged teal 5 O.l 12 0.8 26 1 . 6  14 • .5 1 .0 
Northern sha..eler 36 2.5 1 4 1 .0 22 l .l 24.0 1 .6 
Redhead 25 1 .  7 42 .5 . 0  30 1 . 9  .52 • .5 2.2 
Ri ng-necked duck 20 1 .4 32 2.J 65 4 . 0  39.0 2.6 
Scaup sp. 241 16.8 90 6.4 149 9.2 160.0 10.7  
Canvasback 1 .5  0.9 1.5 0.9 .59 2.4 2 1 .  7 1 . 5  
Wood duck 33 2.3 64 4 . 5  130 8 . 0  75.7 5 . 1  
Bufflehead 1 3  0 . 9  1 1  0.8 24 1 . 5  16.0 1 . 1  
Ruddy duck 1 4  I . 0  0 o.o Z7 1 .  7 13.7 0.9 
Common gol deneye 5 0.3 7 0.5 17 1 . 0  9.7 0.6 
Mer9anser sp. 17 1 .  2 �9 Z.7 52 J . Z  J6.0 Z . 4  
Coot 22 1 .5 27 1 . 9  1 1 5  7 . 1  54.7 J . 7  
Goose sp. 10 0.7 2 0 . 1  1 2  0.7 8.0 0.5 
Unknown 4 O.l 3 0.2 1 0 . 1  2.7 0 . 2  
Total 1 438 99.9 1 4 1 8  100.0 162) 100.0 1 49).0 100.0 
s Dab b I Ing ducks n.z 8 1 . 2  67.2 7l.6 
s D i v i ng ducks 24.2 16.6 24.9 22.0 
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Table 1 1 .  Species co-position of th• waterfow l  harvest at th• Stu•p Lake pub l l c  hunting area, 
1979-198). 
1979 1980 1981 1982 198' 
Waterfowl 
Species Toto I j Total Tota l j Total Total Tote I 
Mo I I ard drake 
Mel lard hen 
Mal lard Cunk. sex> 
Antrican b l ack duck 
Gadwal I 
kier lean w I geon 
Northern p I nta I I  
Green-w inged teal 
B l ue-winged teal 
Northern shoveler 
RedhHd 
R ing-necked duck 
Scaup sp. 
Canvasback 
Wood duck 
Buffl ehead 
Ruddy duck 
Common gold•n•y• 
Merganser sp. 
Coot 
Goose sp. 
Unknown 
Tote I 
j Oebbl lng ducks 
j Ol'vlng ducks 
11 Trac•. 
625 26.2 
421 
0 
14 
235 
130 
69 
1 1 4  
1 7 .  7 
0.0 
0.6 
9.9 
5.5 
2.9 
4 . 8  
108 4 . 5  
77 3 . 2  
1 2  0.5 
65 2.7 
22 0 . 9  
9 0 . 4  
)96 16.6 
6 0.3 
1 0  0 . 4  
0 0.0 
10 0 . 4  
5 1  2 . 1  
1 0  0 . 4  
0 0.0 
791 26.6 623 27.3 
368 1 6 . 1  
2 0 . 1  
1 9  0.8 
251 1 1 .0 
185 8 . 1  
50 2 . 2  
447 
3 
21 
326 
1 0 1  
144 
289 
15.0 
0 . 1  
o .  7 
1 1 .0 
3 . 4  
4 . 8  
9 . 7  163 7.2 
68 2.3 40 1 .8 
54 1 . 8  1 4  0.6 
39 1 . 3  13 0.6 
1 5 1  5 . 1  50 2.2 
50 1 . 7  66 2.9 
1 4  0 . 5  1 7  0 . 7  
3 56  1 2 . 0  335 14.7  
1 4  0 . 5  2 0 . 1  
27 0 . 9  4 0.2 
tr. II 3 0.1 
27 0.9 9 0.4 
3 1  1 . 0  50 2.2 
1 5  0 . 5  1 5  0.7 
2 0 . 1  0 0.0 
42) 2.3.1 1159 26.7 724.2 26.2 
229 
0 
4 
246 
143 
39 
13) 
12.5 
o . o  
0 . 2  
1 3 . 4  
7.8 
2 . 1  
7.3 
39 2 . 1  
20 I .  I 
1 3  o .  7 
43 2.4 
88 4 . 8  
6 0.3 
)53 19.3 
3 0 . 1  
1 6  0.9 
2 0 . 1  
9 0 . 5  
1 9  1 .0 
4 0.2 
0 0.0 
782 18.0 
tr. • 
1 9  0.4 
261 6.0 
174 4.0 
285 6.6 
257 5. 9 
449.4 16.3 
1 . 2  tr. • 
1 ' . 4  0.5 
263 .8 9.6 
146.6 5.3 
1 1 7 . 4  4 . 3  
1 9 1 . 2  6.9 
1 1 4  2.6 73.8 2.7 
109 2.5 54.8 2.0 
33 o.8 22.0 o.8 
193 4.5 100.4 3.6 
236 5 . 5  92.4 3 . 3  
3 5  0.8 1 6 . 2  0.6 
403 9.3 368.6 13.4 
23 0.5 9.6 0.3 
1 1 5  2.7 34.48 1 .2 
5 0.1  2.2 0 . 1  
36 o.8 18.2 0.1 
87 2.0 47.6 1 . 7  
8 0.2 1 0 . 4  0 . 4  
tr. • 0 . 6  tr. a 
2384 100.0 2971 99.9 2279 100.0 1832 99.9 4336 99.9 2760.4 99.9 
91.9 
5 . 6  
87.4 
10.9 
89.9 
7.2 
86 
88.9 
9.8 
82.0 
15. 7 
87 .2 
10.6 
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Table 1 2 .  Spec ies composition of the waterfowl harvest at th• Woodford County 
publlc hunting area, 1981-1983. 
1981 1982 1983 Average 
Watarfow I 
Species Total j Total j Total j Total j 
M11l I 11rd drake 90J 44.2 1 1 29 4 5 . 1  1422 43.2 1 1 51 ..5 44.0 
Mal lord hen 5 1 0  24.9 7J5 29.J 893 27 .  1 712.7 27 . 3  
Mal lord Cunk. sexl 0 0.0 2 0 . 1  0 o.o 0.7 tr. II 
Ainerlcan block duck 56 2.7 48 1 .9 57 I .  7 SJ. 7 2.0 
Godwol I I J  0 . 6  1 7  0.7 JO 0.9 20.0 0.8 
Mlerlcan w igeon 26 1 . J n 1 . J  JO 0.9 29.7 t .  I 
Northern plntall J9 1 .9 46 t . 8  34 1 .0 J9.7 I .  5 
Green-w inged teal 36 1 . 8  42 I .  7 67 2.0 48.3 1 .8 
Bl u.-wlnged teal 0 o.o 15 0.6 17 0.5 1 0 . 7  0.4 
Northern shoveler 1 0  0 . 5  1 2  0 . 5  2 1  0.6 14.J 0.5 
Redhead 39 1 . 9  34 1 . 3  74 2.3 49.0 1 .9 
Ring-necked duck u 2.2 60 2.4 Ill 4.0 78.J 3 . 0  
Scoup sp. 1 5 1  7 . 4  164 6.6 195 5 . 9  170.0 6.5 
Canvasback 1 0  0 . 5  1 5  0.6 36 I .  I 20.3 0.8 
Wood duck 81 4 . 0  69 2.7 154 4.7 1 0 1 . J  3 . 9  
Bufflehead 52 2 . 5  25 1 .0 42 1 .3 39.7 1 . 5  
Ruddy duck 9 0.4 IJ 0 . 5  7 0.2 9.7 0.4 
Common goldeney• 19 0.9 1 2  0 . 5  1 5  0 . 5  1 5 . 3  0 . 6  
Merganser sp. 35 I .  7 1 5  0 . 6  30 0.9 26. 7 1 . 0  
Coot 4 0.2 15 0.6 1 8  0.6 1 2  • .5 0.5 
Goose sp. 5 0.2 4 0 . 1  1 5  0.5 8.0 0 . .5 
Unknown 3 0 . 1  tr. II 5 0 . 1  J.O 0 . 1  
Total 2045 99.9 2506 99.9 3293 100.0 2614. 7 99.9 
j Oabb l l n g  ducks 8 1 . 9  85.7 82.6 83.3 
j Diving ducks 1 7 . 5  I J . 5  16.2 15. 7 
• Trace. 
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Table 1 .  The number o f  man-day s ,  ducks harvested, and 
ducks /man-day on selected public waterfowl hunting 
areas in I l linois , 1 97 9 - 1 9 8 3 .  
Area Year Man-days 
Anderson Lake 
1 9 8 2  1 3 0 6  
1 9 8 3  1 2 4 9  
Mean 1 223 . 3  
Batchtown 
1 9 7 9  8 0 9 7  
1 9 8 0  7 7 8 1  
1 9 8 1  7 0 6 7  
1 9 8 2  2 9 1 1  
1 9 8 3  6 3 6 3  
Mean 6 4 4 3 . 8  
Calhoun Point 
1 9 7 9 2 0 69 
1 9 8 0  1 5 9 3  
1 9 8 1  1 9 0 9  
1 9 8 2  1 7 9 7  
1 9 8 3  2 0 5 4  
Mean 1 8 8 4 . 4  
Glades 
1 9 7 9 2 9 2 3  
1 9 8 0  2 9 3 4  
1 9 8 1  2 4 4 5  
1 9 8 2  2 1 1 0  
1 9 8 3  2 0 7 2  
Mean 2 4 9 6 . 8  
Godar-Diamond 
1 9 7 9 3 6 7 5  
1 9 8 0  3 6 4 2  
1 9 8 1  3 5 7 0  
1 9 8 2  3 2 9 3  
1 9 83 4 2 5 1  
Mean 36 8 6 . 2  
88 
Ducks Ducks 
Harvested Man-day 
1 1 6 1  0 . 8 9 
1 2 7 0  1 . 0 2 
1 21 5 . 5  0 . 9 9  
6 7 0 5  0 . 8 2  
6 0 4 8  0 . 7 8 
4 6 8 7  0 . 6 6  
1 9 0 5  0 . 6 5 
6 7 8 3  1 . 0 7  
5 2 2 5 . 6  0 . 8 1 
1 3 7 3  0 . 6 6  
6 5 7  0 . 4 1 
1 25 7  0 . 6 6 
1 1 6 4  0 . 6 5  
1 4 5 5  0 . 7 1 
1 1 8 1 . 2  0 . 6 3 
1 8 9 8  0 . 6 4  
1 8 0 1  0 . 6 1  
1 2 0 9  0 . 4 9 
1 1 4 2  0 . 5 4 
1 4 9 9  0 . 7 2 
1 50 9 . 8  0 . 6 0 
3 2 2 8  0 . 8 8 
2 6 3 0  0 . 7 2 
2 6 2 0  0 . 7 3 
2 4 6 4  0 . 7 5 
4 4 4 1  1 . 0 4 
3 0 7 6 . 6  0 . 8 3  
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Table 1 .  (cont . )  
Horseshoe Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 7 4 2  1 1 6 1  0 . 6 7  
1 9 8 2  2 2 6 3  1 3 8 8  0 . 6 1  
1 9 8 3  2 7 6 5  2 3 5 3  0 . 8 5 
Mean 2 2 5 6 . 7  1 6 3 4 . 0  0 . 7 2 
Marshall Co . 
1 9 8 1  1 6 4 5  973 0 . 5 9  
1 9 8 2  2 1 6 9  1 2 5 2  0 . 5 8 
1 9 8 3  2 1 7 1 1 9 3 0  0 . 8 9 
Mean 1 9 9 5 . 0  1 3 8 5 . 0  0 . 6 9  
Sanganois 
1 9 8 1  2 5 7 1  2 8 8 6  1 . 1 2  
1 9 8 2  2 5 4 4  2 5 4 5  1 .  0 0  
1 9 8 3  3 4 9 2  3 9 7 1  1 . 1 4  
Mean 2 8 6 9 . 0  3 1 3 4 . 0  1 . 0 9  
Spring Lake 
1 9 8 1  1 8 8 0  1 4 3 8  0 . 7 6 
1 9 8 2  2 2 4 6  1 4 1 8  0 . 6 3 
1 9 8 3  2 0 0 3  1 6 2 3  0 . 8 1 
Mean 2 0 4 3 . 0  1 4 9 3 . 0  0 . 73 
Stump Lake 
1 9 7 9  3 1 1 6  2 3 8 4  0 . 7 7 
1 9 8 0  3 1 7 2  2 9 7 1  0 . 9 4  
1 9 8 1  3 2 4 0  2 2 7 9  0 . 7 0 
1 9 8 2  2 5 4 3  1 8 3 2  0 . 7 2 
1 9 8 3  4 1 3 5  4 3 3 6  1 . 0 5  
Mean 3 2 4 1 . 2  2 7 6 0 . 4  0 . 8 5 
Woodford Co . 
1 9 8 1  2 3 74 2 0 4 5 0 . 8 6  
1 9 8 2  2 6 2 7  2 5 0 6  0 . 9 5 
1 9 8 3  2 7 3 0  3 2 9 3  1 . 2 1 
Mean 2 5 7 7 . 0  2 6 1 4 . 7  1 . 0 1  
Grand Total 
1 9 7 9  1 9 8 8 0  1 5 5 8 8  0 . 7 8  
1 9 8 0  1 9 1 2 2  1 4 1 0 7  0 . 7 4 
1 9 8 1  2 8 4 4 3  2 0 5 5 5  0 . 7 2 
1 9 8 2  2 5 8 0 9  1 8 7 7 7  0 . 7 3 
1 9 8 3  3 3 2 8 5  3 2 954 0 . 9 9 
Grand Mean 1 2 6 5 3 9  1 0 1 9 8 1  0 . 8 1  
